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MEMORANDUM  FOR  COMMANDANT  OF  THE  MARINE  CORPS 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  NAVY  (FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT  AND  COMPTROLLER) 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

(FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT  AND  COMPTROLLER) 
DIRECTOR,  JOINT  STAFF 


SUBJECT:  Evaluation  Report  on  Joint  Professional  Military  Education  Phase  11 
(Report  No.  98-156) 


We  are  providing  this  evaluation  report  for  review  and  comment.  We 
considered  management  comments  on  a  draft  of  this  report  in  preparing  the  final 
report.  Finding  paragraphs  A  and  B  were  revised  based  on  comments  from  the  Joint 


Staff. 


The  Navy,  the  Air  Force,  and  the  Marine  Corps  comments  on  the  draft  report 
conformed  to  the  requirements  of  DoD  Directive  7650.3,  and  left  no  unresolved  issues. 
Therefore,  no  additional  comments  are  required  from  the  Services.  Based  on 
comments  from  the  Air  Force,  we  deleted  the  Air  Force  from  Recommendation  A.  1  .c. 

The  Joint  Staff  did  not  provide  the  anticipated  completion  date  of  the  study 
planned  in  response  to  Recommendation  B.I.,  nor  a  concurrence  or  nonconcurrence 
with  the  potential  monetary  benefits.  We  request  the  Director,  Joint  Staff  provide 
additional  comments  in  response  to  this  final  report  by  August  17,  1998. 

We  appreciate  the  courtesies  extended  to  the  evaluation  staff.  Questions  on  the 
evaluation  should  be  directed  to  Ms.  Judith  Heck,  at  (703)  604-9575  (DSN  664-9575), 
e-mail  address  jheck@dodig.osd.mil.  See  Appendix  E  for  the  report  distribution.  The 
evaluation  team  members  are  listed  inside  the  back  cover. 


Roben  J.  Lieberman 
Assistant  Inspector  General 
for  Auditing 


June  16, 1998 
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Joint  Professional  Military  Education 
Phase  n 


Executive  Summary 


Introduction.  The  Goldwater-Nichols  Dq>artment  of  Defense  Reorganization  Act  of 
1986  (Goldwater-Nichols  Act)  quires  DoD  to  establish  j'oint  billets  and  develop  a 
program  of  joint  education.  Joint  Professional  Military  Education  (JPME)  is  that 
portion  of  professional  military  education  which  concentrates  on  the  instruction  of  joint 
matters.  JPME  consists  of  a  two-phase  military  educational  requirement.  Phase  I  is 
incorporated  into  the  curriculum  taught  to  officers  at  Service-curated  staff  colleges. 
The  Phase  n  program  deals  with  integrated  strategic  d^loymrat,  employment,  and 
sustainment  of  air,  land,  sea,  space,  and  ^)ecial  operations  forces  with  an  emphasis  on 
joint  planning.  The  primary  institution  tasked  with  teaching  JPME  Phase  n  is  the 
Arm^  Forces  Staff  College  (M’SC).  The  Industrisd  College  of  the  Armed  Forces  and 
the  National  War  College  also  provide  both  JPME  Phase  I  and  Phase  n  for  senior-level 
officers.  The  Goldwater-Nichols  Act  also  requires  DoD  to  periodically  review  and 
revise  the  curriculum  of  each  JPME  school  to  enhance  the  education  and  training  of 
officers  in  joint  matters.  Subsequent  legislation  mandates  that  the  primary  course  at  the 
AFSC  be  at  least  3  months  long.  Of  9,317  joint  billets  identified  in  1997,  the 
Goldwater-Nichols  Act  requires  that  half  (4,659  billets)  must  be  filled  by  joint  specialty 
officers  or  nominees. 

Evaluation  Objectives.  The  evaluaticm  objective  was  to  determine  whether  the  JPME 
Phase  n  program  was  meeting  the  provisions  of  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act.  We 
assessed  the  Services*  processes  for  assignment  of  officers  to  JPME  Phase  n  and  their 
management  of  joint  omcer  assignments.  In  addition,  we  evaluated  the  role  of  the 
AFSC  in  the  education  of  joint  officers  and  the  development  of  joint  specialty  officers. 
We  did  not,  however,  review  or  analyze  the  content  of  the  JPME  Phase  n  curriculum. 
We  review^  management  controls  relative  to  the  evaluation  objectives. 

Evaluation  Results.  DoD  established  a  joint  educational  program  and  joint  officer 
management  policies  as  required  by  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act.  However,  in 
November  1^7,  there  was  a  shortfall  of  189  JPME  Phase  n  graduates  in  joint  billets. 
This  shortfall  limited  the  numbo’  of  JPME  Phase  ll-trained  officers  lequir^  by  the 
Goldwato’-Nichols  Act  (Finding  A). 

The  length  of  the  JPME  Phase  n  12-week  course  at  the  AFSC  needs  to  be  reevaluated 
while  maintaining  the  quality  of  the  education.  The  length  of  the  course  is  mandated 
by  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  Section  663  (10  U.S.C.  663).  Reducing  the  length  of 
the  course  and  adding  another  course  at  the  AFSC  could  result  in  an  increased 
throughput  of  approximately  200  or  more  studaits  annually  (Finding  B). 

Lower  per  diem  costs  could  be  realized  if  the  JPME  Phase  n  course  length  is  reduced. 
See  Part  I  for  a  discussion  of  the  evaluation  results  and  Appradix  D  for  a  summary  of 
potential  benefits. 


Management  Controls.  The  management  controls  we  reviewed  were  effective  in  that 
we  found  no  material  weaknesses.  See  Appendix  A  for  details  on  the  management 
control  program. 

Summary  of  Recommendations.  We  recommend  that  Navy,  Air  Force,  and  Marine 
Corps  personnel  managers  maximize  the  practice  of  sending  officers  to  the  AFSC  en 
route  to  joint  billets.  We  also  recommend  that  the  Navy,  the  Air  Force,  and  the 
Marine  Coips,  schedule  officers,  who  attend  the  AFSC  after  repoiting  to  their  joint 
billets,  as  early  as  possible  within  the  first  year  of  their  joint  assignments.  FurAer,  we 
recommend  that  the  Navy  and  the  Marine  Corps  aggressively  use  alternate  student  lists 
for  JPME  Phase  II  to  take  advantage  of  any  seats  vacated.  We  recommend  that  the 
Navy  send  more  officers  to  joint  assignments  after  they  attend  the  AFSC.  We 
recommend  that  the  Director,  Joint  Staff,  designate  a  single  point  of  contact  to 
coordinate  last  minute  JPME  Phase  II  course  substitutions.  We  also  recommend  that 
the  Director,  Joint  Staff,  examine  the  JPME  Phase  II  course  and  determine  how  much 
it  can  be  shortened  while  still  maintaining  the  ^ality  of  joint  education  and  achieving 
the  desired  benefits  of  multi-Service  acculturation.  Further,  we  recommend  that  the 
Director,  Joint  Staff,  confirm  combatant  commanders*  support  for  a  shortened  JPME 
Phase  II  course  at  the  next  commanders*  conference  and  determine  what  change  to 
10  U.S.C.  663  is  deemed  necessary. 

Management  Comments.  The  Navy  stated  that  it  established  a  priority  assignment 
policy,  giving  AFSC  seats  to  officers  en  route  to  or  within  the  first  year  of  their  joint 
assignments.  It  will  aggressively  pursue  sending  officers  to  JPME  Phase  II  within  the 
first  year  of  their  joint  assignments,  and  will  make  every  effort  to  detail  AFSC 
graduates  to  joint  activities.  The  Air  Force  stated  that  it  improved  its  number  of  joint 
officers  attending  en  route  to  the  AFSC  and  will  continue  to  maximize  this  practice. 
Further,  the  Air  Force  is  sending  81  i«rcent  of  its  officers  to  the  school  within  the  first 
year  of  their  joint  assignments,  and  will  continue  to  make  that  a  priority.  The 
Marine  Corps  stated  that  it  will  fill  as  many  quotas  as  possible  with  officers  en  route  to 
their  joint  assignments.  It  is,  however,  limit^  by  organizations  who  are  unwilling  to 
accept  a  3-month  gap  in  a  position.  Further,  the  Marine  Corps  will  make  every  effort 
to  schedule  officers  for  the  AFSC  within  the  first  year  of  their  joint  tours  and  will 
continue  to  aggressively  use  standby  lists.  The  Joint  Staff  stat^  that  it  designated  a 
single  point  of  contact  (J-7)  to  coordinate  substitutions  at  the  school.  Further,  it  is 
reviewing  all  JPME  objectives,  course  length,  faculty,  and  instructive  modes,  and  will 
coordinate  recommendations  with  the  combatant  commanders.  We  received  unsolicited 
comments  from  the  U.S.  Central  Command  and  the  U.S.  Pacific  Command.  Both 
commands  agreed  with  sending  officers  to  the  AFSC  en  route  to  joint  billets  and 
supported  a  reduction  in  course  length.  See  Part  I  for  a  discussion  of  die  conunents 
and  Part  III  for  the  full  text  of  the  comments. 

Evaluation  Response.  The  Navy,  Air  Force,  and  Marine  Corps  comments  on  the 
draft  report  were  responsive.  However,  we  request  that  the  Director,  Joint  Staff 
provide  the  anticipated  completion  date  of  the  study  plarmed  in  response  to  the 
recommendation  to  shorten  courses  and  a  concurrence  or  nonconcurrence  with  potential 
monetary  benefits  by  August  17,  1998. 
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Evaluation  Background 


lotroduction.  Joint  Professional  Military  Education  (JPME)  is  that  portion  of 
professional  military  education  which  concratrates  on  the  instruction  of  joint 
matters.  It  is  geared  toward  providing  officers  with  a  broad  base  of  joint 
professional  knowledge  and  developing  officers  with  experience  and  education 
to  improve  strate^c  and  operational  dy)^ilities  of  joint  forces.  JPME  consists 
of  a  two-phase  military  educational  requirement.  Phase  I  is  incorporated  into 
the  curriculum  taught  to  officers  at  Service-r^rated  staff  colleges.  Phase  II  is 
the  follow-on  portion  of  that  educational  process  and  complements  Phase  I.  The 
Phase  II  program  deals  with  integrated  strategic  deployment,  employment,  and 
sustainment  of  air,  land,  sea,  space,  and  special  operations  forces  with  an 
emphasis  on  joint  planning.  The  main  provider  of  Phase  II  education  is  the 
Armed  Forces  Staff  College  (AFSC)  in  Norfolk,  Virginia.  Both  phases  of 
JPME  are  available  for  senior-level  military  personnel  at  the  Industrial  College 
of  the  Armed  Forces  and  the  National  War  College,  both  located  at  Fort 
McNair,  Washington,  D.C.  The  three  colleges  have  the  capacity  of  graduating 
an  average  of  1,200  officers  with  JPME  Phase  n  education  each  year. 

Goldwater-Nichols  Department  of  Defense  Reorganization  Act  of  1986.  In 
1986,  Congress  passed  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Department  of  Defense 
Reorganization  Act  (Goldwater-Nichols  Act).  The  Goldwater-Nichols  Act 
requires  DoD  to  establish  joint  billets  and  to  develop  a  program  of  joint 
education.  It  tasks  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  with  advice  from  the  Chairman  of 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  (CJCS),  to  enhance  the  education  and  training  of 
certain  officers  in  joint  matters  and  to  periodically  review  and  revise  joint 
curriculum. 

IVofessional  Military  Education  Panel.  In  1987,  Congress  established  a 
working  group,  the  Professional  Military  Education  Panel  (the  Skelton  Panel), 
chaired  by  Congressman  Ike  Skelton  of  Missouri,  to  determine  how  DoD  was 
implementing  Ae  JPME  requirements  of  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act.  The 
Skelton  Panel  issued  a  report  in  April  1989  recommending  a  two-phase 
approach  to  JPME,  with  Phase  I  accomplished  at  the  intermediate  Service 
colleges  and  Phase  II  at  the  AFSC.  The  panel  also  recommended  that  the 
Phase  II  course  be  3  months  in  length.  Before  April  1989,  the  AFSC  was 
teaching  the  6-month  Joint  Combined  Staff  Officer  School  primarily  for 
lieutenant  commanders  and  majors,  graduating  two  classes  each  year.  In  1990, 
the  AFSC  adjusted  its  jprogram  to  comply  wim  congressional  requirements  for 
JPME.  The  AFSC  revised  its  curriculum  by  replacing  the  6-month  course  with 
a  two-level  curriculum  (intermediate  and  senior)  to  provide  Phase  n  joint 
education.  Intermediate-level  officers  completed  a  9-week  curriculum  while 
senior  officers  were  in  a  5-week  JPME  Phase  n  curriculum.  In  1991,  the 
intermediate  course  was  expanded  to  12  weeks.  In  1994,  the  senior  course  was 
also  expanded  to  12  weeks. 

Joint  Policy  Guidance.  The  Goldwater-Nichols  Act  requires  DoD  to  establish 
joint  officer  management  policies.  DoD  Directive  13(X).  19,  “DoD  Joint  Officer 
Management  Program,"  September  9,  1997,  and  DoD  Instruction  1300.20, 

“DoD  Joint  Officer  Management  Program  Procedures,”  December  20,  1996, 
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provide  the  required  guidance,  assigning  overall  responsibility  for  the 
monitoring  of  the  Joint  Officer  Management  Program  to  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  (Force  Management  Policy).  Additionally,  the  CJCS  has  sp^ific 
responsibility  for  implementing  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  policies 
regarding  the  Joint  Officer  Management  Program  and  for  formulating  policies 
for  training  and  educating  Armed  Forces  personnel.  The  CJCS  issu^  an 
implementing  instruction,  CJCS  Instruction  1800.01,  “Officer  Professional 
Military  Education  Policy,”  March  1,  1996,  which  promulgates  policies, 
procedures,  objectives,  and  responsibilities  for  professional  milit^  education 
of  officers. 

Joint  Staff.  Although  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Force  Management 
Policy)  has  overall  responsibility  for  the  management  of  the  Joint  Officer 
Management  Program,  the  Joint  Staff  is  tasked  with  implementing  the  program. 
Two  Joint  Staff  directorates,  the  Director  for  Manpower  and  Personnel  (J-1)  and 
the  Director  for  Operational  Plans  and  Interoperability  (J-7),  play  important 
roles  in  the  Joint  Officer  Management  Program.  The  J-1  maintains  the  database 
for  joint  personnel  and  coordinates  with  the  Services  on  selection  of  personnel 
to  become  joint  specisdty  officers  (JSOs).  The  J-7  has  overall  responsibility  for 
oversight  and  accreditation  of  the  militaty  college  system. 

National  Defense  University.  The  parent  organization  of  the  colleges 
providing  JPME  Phase  II  is  the  National  Defense  University,  located  at  Fort 
McNair,  Washington,  D.C.  Three  National  Defense  University  colleges 
provide  JPME  Phase  II  to  military  officers:  the  AFSC,  the  Indfustrial  College 
of  the  Armed  Forces,  and  the  National  War  College.  The  AFSC  offers 
two  JPME  Phase  II  courses,  both  12  weeks  long:  an  intermediate  course  for 
junior-level  commanders,  lieutenant  commanders,  junior-level  lieutenant 
colonels,  and  majors;  and  a  senior  course  for  colonels,  captains,  senior-level 
lieutenant  colonels,  and  senior-level  commanders.  The  intermediate  course  is 
offered  four  times  each  year  and  graduates  an  average  of  200  students  per  class. 
The  senior  course  is  offered  three  times  each  year  and  graduates  an  average  of 
30  students  per  class.  The  Industrial  College  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  the 
National  War  College  provide  a  10-month  curriculum  for  senior-level  officers 
and  graduate  approximately  300  students  per  year;  their  graduates  are  certified 
as  having  met  the  requirements  of  both  JPME  Phase  I  and  Phase  II. 

Role  of  the  Services.  Personnel  centers  for  the  Services  play  the  central  role  in 
assigning  officers  to  joint  billets  and  in  selecting  officers  for  JPME  Phase  n. 
Each  Service  has  a  separate,  dedicated  branch  to  oversee  joint  officer  matters. 
The  Services  are  responsible  for  selecting  personnel  to  attend  JPME  Phase  II 
and  for  assigning  personnel  to  follow-on  joint  duty.  The  Services  are 
responsible  for  managing  assignments  to  ensure  the  DoD  is  in  compliance  with 
the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act  requirements  by  maximizing  the  temporary  duty 
(TDY)  assignment  of  personnel  to  the  AFSC  when  they  are  en  route  to  their 
joint  assignment  (TDY  en  route)  so  that  key  jobs  at  joint  organizations  are  not 
left  vacant.  In  accordance  with  CJCS  Instruction  1800.01,  an  officer  who 
cannot  attend  TDY  en  route,  due  to  the  limited  capacity  of  the  AFSC,  should  be 
sent  TDY  to  attend  the  course  within  the  first  year  of  the  joint  tour  and  then 
returned  to  duty  (TDY  and  return).  Given  these  constraints.  Joint  Staff 
procedures  encourage  each  Service  component  responsible  for  assigning 
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personnel  to  JPME  Phase  n  to  maintain  a  standby  list  to  fill  those  seats  that 
might  otherwise  go  vacant.  See  Appendix  C  for  a  description  of  Service 
selection  and  coordination  procedures  for  JPME  Phase  II. 

Joint  Duty  Assignment  List.  The  Joint  Duty  Assignment  List  (JDAL)  is  a 
consolidate  list  of  joint  duty  assignment  billets  approved  by  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Force  Management  Policy).  Billets  on  the  JDAL  are 
those  positions  in  a  multi-Service  activity  that  involve  the  employment  or 
support  of  the  air,  land,  or  sea  forces  of  at  least  two  of  the  three  Military 
D^artments.  Throughout  1997,  the  JDAL  fluctuated  between  9,172  and 
9,359  joint  billets. 

Joint  Specialty  Officers.  The  Goldwater-Nichols  Act  requires  DoD  to  fill 
SO  percent  of  JDAL  billets  with  JSOs  or  JSO  nominees.  Officers  eligible  to  be 
designated  JSOs  have  completed  both  phases  of  JPME  and  have  serv^  a  full 
tour  in  a  billet  on  the  JDAL.  The  Military  Departments  review  the  records  of 
officers  who  meet  the  criteria  and  recommend  officers  to  die  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  final  designation  as  JSOs.  Officers  serving  in  joint  billets  who  have 
completed  both  phases  of  JPME  are  considered  JSO  nominees.  Additionally, 
officers  serving  in  up  to  12  1/2  percent  of  JDAL  billets  who  possess  a  critical 
occupational  specialty  are  also  considered  JSO  nominees,  regardless  of  whether 
or  not  they  have  completed  JPME  Phase  n.  Each  Service  has  the  responsibility 
of  ensuring  that  SO  percent  of  JDAL  billets  are  filled  with  JSOs  or  nominees. 


Evaluation  Objectives 

The  evaluation  objective  was  to  determine  whether  the  JPME  Phase  II  program 
was  meeting  the  provisions  of  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act.  We  assessed  the 
Services’  processes  for  assignment  of  officers  to  JPME  Phase  II  and  their 
management  of  joint  officer  assignments.  In  addition,  we  evaluated  the  role  of 
the  AFSC  in  the  education  of  joint  officers  and  the  development  of  JSOs. 
Finally,  we  reviewed  management  controls  relative  to  the  evaluation  objectives. 
Appendix  A  describes  the  evaluation  scope  and  methodology  and  the  results  of 
the  review  of  management  controls.  Appendix  B  summarizes  prior  coverage 
related  to  the  evaluation  objective.  Appendix  C  provides  additional  background 
information  pertaining  to  the  evaluation. 
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Finding  A.  Shortage  of  Joint 
Professional  Military  Education 
Phase  n  Graduates 

November  1997,  there  was  a  shoitM  of  189  JPME  Phase  n 
graduates  in  joint  billets.  Factors  contributing  to  this  shortfall  were  the 
timing  of  attendance,  the  assignment  of  Navy  graduates  to  other  than 
joint  billets,  the  empty  seats  caused  bv  late  withdrawals,  and  the 
throughput  at  the  Aimed  Forces  Staff  College  due  to  its  limited  capacity. 
This  ^ortfall  limited  the  number  of  JPME  Phase  Il-trained  officers 
required  by  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act. 


Requirements  of  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act 


DoD  was  meeting  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act  requirement  to  establish  policies, 
procedures,  and  practices  for  officers  oriented  and  trained  toward  joint  matters. 
However,  not  enough  officers  assigned  to  joint  billets  were  being  sent  to  JPME 
Phase  II  prior  to  or  during  a  joint  assignment.  The  Goldwater-Nichols  Act 
requirement  that  50  percent  of  JDAL  billets  must  be  filled  by  JSOs  or  nominees 
was  not  being  met. 


Capacity  of  the  JPME  Phase  II  Institutions 


The  AFSC  provides  the  largest  number  of  JPME  Phase  II  graduates.  The 
annual  capacity  of  its  intermediate  program  is  810  students,  and  the  annual 
capacity  of  its  senior  program  is  90  students.  If  filled  to  maximum  capacity, 
and  with  a  100  percent  completion  rate,  the  AFSC  could  graduate  900  students 
each  year.  Annually,  the  capacity  of  the  Industrial  College  of  the  Armed 
Forces  and  the  National  War  College  is  approximately  3(^.  The  Goldwater- 
Nichols  Act  requires  that  more  than  50  percent  of  the  graduates  of  the  Industrial 
College  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  the  National  War  College  be  sent  to  joint 
billets  following  graduation.  Combined,  the  three  colleges  can  graduate  enough 
JPME  Phase  n  graduates  to  fill  half  of  JDAL  billets. 

Number  of  JPME  Phase  n  Graduates.  There  was  a  shortfall  of  officers  in 
joint  billets  who  were  JPME  Phase  n  graduates.  In  November  1997,  the  JDAL 
consisted  of  9,317  joint  billets.  The  Goldwater-Nichols  Act  requires  that  4,659 
of  those  billets  be  filled  by  JSOs  or  nominees.  As  of  November  1997,  only 
4,470  joint  billets  were  filled  by  JSOs  or  nominees;  189  billets  DoD-wide  that 
r^uirM  JPME  Phase  n  graduates  were  not  appropriately  filled.  During  the 
year  1997,  the  number  of  JDAL  billets  fluctuated  from  9, 172  to  9,359.  When 
the  JDAL  had  9,172  billets,  the  ^ortfall  was  88.  The  Amy  was  the  only 
Service  that  consistently  met  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act  requirements  for 
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filling  50  percent  of  its  joint  billets  with  JSOs  or  nominees.  The  Air  Force 
gene^ly  met  the  requirements  for  filling  SO  percent  of  its  joint  billets  with 
JSOs  or  nominees  in  1997. 


Shortfall  Factors 

We  attributed  the  shortfall  of  JPME  Phase  S  graduates  to  four  factors:  the 
timing  of  attradance;  the  assignment  of  Navy  graduates  to  other  than  joint 
billets;  the  empty  seats  caused  by  late  withdrawals;  and  the  throughput  at  the 
AFSC  due  to  its  limited  capacity. 

Timing  of  Attendance.  To  take  full  advantage  of  their  joint  education  and  to 
ensure  compliance  with  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act,  officers  being  sent  to  joint 
billets  should  attend  JPME  Phase  II  as  early  as  possible.  The  CJCS 
Instruction  1800.01  states  that,  optimally,  officers  should  complete  their  joint 
education  prior  to  or  within  the  first  year  of  their  joint  assignments.  However, 
limited  course  availability  at  the  AFSC  and  Service  assignment  priorities 
precluded  most  officers  assigned  to  joint  billets  from  going  to  the  JPME 
Phase  II  course  TDY  en  route.  Officers  who  attend  the  AFSC  TDY  en  route 
subsequently  count  as  JPME  Phase  n  graduates  for  the  entire  36-month  joint 
tour.  In  academic  year  1996,  264  officers  (30  percent)  who  completed  JPME 
Phase  n  at  the  AFSC  were  TDY  en  route.  In  academic  year  1997,  280 
(33  percent)  were  TDY  en  route. 

For  officers  attending  the  AFSC  in  a  TDY  and  return  status,  the  sooner  they 
attend,  the  longer  they  will  count  as  a  JSO  nominee  in  a  joint  billet.  In 
academic  year  1996,  only  345  officers  attending  in  a  TDY  and  return  status 
completed  JPME  Phase  II  within  the  first  year  of  their  joint  assignment; 

231  attended  after  their  first  year.  In  academic  year  1997,  only  272  TDY  and 
return  officers  completed  JPME  Phase  II  within  their  first  year;  241  attended 
after  their  first  year.  Services  and  joint  activities  are  required  to  schedule  and 
release  joint  officers  for  course  attendance  as  early  in  their  joint  tours  as 
possible  within  the  first  year.  The  purpose  is  to  maximize  the  use  of  education 
m  joint  assignments  and  to  facilitate  Service  compliance  with  statutory 
^uirements.  However,  Service  personnel  managers  r^rted  they  had  minimal 
influence  over  the  release  of  officers  by  the  combatant  commands  or  other  joint 
agencies.  Although  the  Services  are  responsible  for  joint  officer  education, 
their  control  is  limited  if  the  organization  to  which  the  officer  is  assigned  holds 
the  authority  to  release  the  officer  to  attend  the  AFSC  JPME  Phase  II  course. 

Assignment  to  Joint  Billets.  Assigning  AFSC  graduates  to  non-joint  billets 
contributed  to  the  shortage  of  JPME  Ph^  D  gr^uates  filling  JDAL  billets.  In 
academic  year  1996,  the  Navy  sent  40  (19  percent)  of  its  JPME  Phase  II 
graduates  to  non-joint  billets.  In  academic  year  1997,  the  Navy  sent  34 
(18  percent)  of  its  graduates  to  non-joint  billets. 

Late  Withdrawals.  Late  withdrawals  of  officers  from  the  JPME  Phase  II 
attendance  list  at  the  AFSC  resulted  in  unfilled  course  seats.  Late  withdrawals 
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were  made  by  the  joint  activities  to  which  officers  were  assigned.  Efforts  had 
recently  been  concentrated  on  achieving  100  percent  capacity  at  the  AFSC; 
however,  only  241  of  the  246  seats  were  fillra  in  the  September  1997  JPME 
Phase  n  course.  Three  of  the  four  Services  did  not  meet  their  quotas  for  filling 
seats.  Organizations  to  which  the  officers  were  assigned  withdrew  a  total  of 
28  officers  less  dian  45  days  prior  to  the  course  start  date.  Operational 
necessity  and  mission  requiremrats  wm  the  key  reasons  cited  by  the 
organizations  making  the  withdrawals.  Substitutions  were  made  for  the 
majority  of  the  28  withdrawals.  The  Air  Force  made  the  most  aggressive  and 
effective  use  of  its  standby  list,  as  evidenced  by  the  Air  Force  filling 
100  percent  of  its  quota  for  ac^emic  year  199/  and  tilling  vacant  seats  of  other 
Services.  Although  CJCS  Instruction  1800.01  authorizes  the  president  of  the 
National  Defense  University  to  reallocate  unfilled  university  spaces,  that  level 
of  control  is  not  practical,  and  organizations  involved  in  the  scheduling  process 
stated  it  was  not  clear  which  office  adjudicates  the  question  of  moving  unfilled 
billets  from  one  Service  to  another. 

Seats  at  the  AFSC  are  highly  sought  after  by  other  officers  serving  in  joint 
assignments,  and  there  is  a  pool  of  officers  assigned  to  joint  billets  who  have 
not  had  the  opportunity  to  attend  JPME  Phase  II.  Every  course  that  had  vacant 
seats  not  only  decrease  the  cost-effectiveness  of  the  AFSC,  but  also  contributed 
to  the  shortage  of  JPME  Phase  II  graduates. 

Limited  Capacity.  The  capacity  of  the  AFSC  was  a  significant  factor  in  the 
shortage  of  JPME  Phase  n  graduates.  Less  than  half  of  all  officers  assigned  to 
joint  billets  had  attended  JPME  Phase  n.  Increased  throughput  at  the  AFSC 
could  be  achieved  by  reducing  the  length  of  the  JPME  Phase  II  course  and 
adding  an  additional  course,  thereby  increasing  the  number  of  graduates  by 
approximately  200  to  225  aimually.  Increasing  throughput  at  ^e  AFSC  would 
potentially  eliminate  the  shortage  of  JPME  Phase  11  graduates.  Course  length  is 
addressed  separately  in  Finding  B. 


Pilot  Notification  Program 

In  1997,  the  Joint  Staff,  in  conjunction  with  the  AFSC,  established  a  pilot 
notification  program  to  improve  throughput  by  improving  the  process  for 
coordinating  course  attendance.  The  program  involves  a  sequence  of 
coordination  messages  at  specific  intervals  prior  to  course  starting  dates.  Late 
changes  to  the  attendance  list  are  required  to  be  fiiUy  justified  and  coordinated 
with  the  AFSC  and  the  Joint  Staff.  A  goal  of  this  program  is  to  maximize  the 
number  of  officers  who  attend  die  course  TDY  en  route,  as  opposed  to  attending 
the  course  TDY  and  return.  The  coordination  process  improv^  and  resulted  in 
more  filled  seats;  however,  problems  still  exist^  with  the  attendance  since  the 
Sqitember  1997  course  had  five  unfilled  seats.  Increased  coordination  among 
the  Services,  combatant  commands,  and  other  organizations  is  expected  to 
further  improve  the  scheduling  process  and  attendance. 
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JDAL  Validation 


A  review  and  reevaluation  of  the  JDAL  by  the  Joint  Duty  Assignment  List 
Validation  Board  began  in  June  1996.  The  purpose  of  the  review  is  to  assess  the 
joint  cont^t  of  JD^  positions,  to  validate  current  positions,  and  to  consider 
the  sy^Fopriateness  of  including  new  positions  on  the  JDAL.  Further,  the 
review  is  to  ensure  the  JDAL  is  the  proper  size  to  meet  the  criteria  and  intent  of 
the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act.  The  review  is  an  ongoing  process  instituted  by  the 
Office  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Personnel  and  Readiness,  that 
continually  modifies  the  JDAL.  In  April  1996,  the  number  of  billets  on  the 
JDAL  was  9,349;  at  the  end  of  1997,  the  JDAL  was  9,247.  The  number  of 
billets  on  the  JDAL  idfects  the  number  of  JPME  Phase  n  graduates  required. 


Conclusion 

The  Goldwater-Nichols  Act  requires  that  50  percent  of  the  billets  on  the  JDAL 
be  filled  with  officers  who  meet  specitic  t^ualitications,  including  educational 
requirements.  The  AFSC  and  Joint  Staff  implemented  a  program  to  address 
shortfalls  caused  by  late  withdrawals.  Their  continued  efforts  to  address  that 
factor  as  well  as  efforts  aimed  at  other  factors  wUl  be  vital  to  eliminating  tiie 
shortfall  of  JPME  Phase  n  graduates.  Additionally,  more  officers  should  attend 
JPME  Phase  n  en  route  to  their  joint  assignments;  officers  who  do  not  attend 
the  course  en  route  should  be  sent  as  early  as  possible  within  the  first  year  of 
their  joint  tours;  and  graduates  of  JPME  Phase  n  should  sub^uently  be 
assigned  to  a  joint  billet.  In  order  to  maintain  a  pool  of  qualified  ofncers  to 
comply  with  &e  r^uirements  of  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act,  DoD  must 
maintain  a  continuing  flow  of  personnel  into  tiie  joint  community;  ensure  that 
th^  take  the  JPME  courses  required  by  law  and  DoD  policies;  and  assign  those 
officers  to  joint  billets  on  the  JDAL.  Even  if  the  JDAL  validation  reduces  the 
number  of  joint  billets,  the  goal  of  DoD  should  be  to  fill  as  many  joint  billets  as 
feasible  with  JPME  Phase  n  graduates  to  benefit  from  their  educational 
experience. 


Management  Comments  on  Finding  and  Evaluation  Response 

Joint  Staff  Comments.  The  Joint  Staff  did  not  agree  with  the  last  sentence  of 
the  draft  report  finding  paragraph,  regarding  the  shortage  of  JPME  Phase  n 
graduates  which  limited  the  level  of  joint  expertise.  The  Joint  Staff  stated  tiiat 
the  current  management  system  report  indicates  that  JDAL  positions  are  filled 
with  53  percent  JSOs  and  JSO  nominees. 

Evaluation  Response.  After  a  review  of  the  Joint  Staff  comments,  we  revised 
the  last  smtence  of  Finding  A. 
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Recommendations,  Management  Comments,  and  Evaluation 
Response 


A.l.  We  reconunend  that: 

a.  The  Chief  of  Naval  ^rsonnel,  the  Commander,  Air  Force 
Personnel  Center  and  the  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Manpower 
and  Reserve  Affairs,  U.S.  ^forine  Corps,  establish  the  necessary  controls 
and  procedures  to  maximize  ttie  practice  of  sending  oncers  to  Uie  Armed 
Forces  Staff  College  en  route  to  a  Joint  biUet. 

Navy  Comments.  The  Navy  concurred  and  indicated  it  will  review  and  revise, 
as  appropriate,  all  policies  and  directives  pertaining  to  follow-on  joint  duty 
assignments  to  emphasize  maximum  use  of  AFSC  quotas  en  route  to  joint 
billets.  It  will  complete  review  of  the  policy  by  September  30,  1998. 

Air  Force  Comments.  The  Air  Force  concurred  with  the  intent  of  the 
recommendation,  stating  that  it  is  maximizing  the  practice  of  sending  officers 
TDY  en  route  to  the  AFSC,  and  has  improv^  by  3  percent  the  ove^l  number 
of  officers  attending  en  route  over  the  last  3  years.  It  will  continue  to  send 
officers  TDY  en  route,  but  die  number  of  officers  sent  TDY  en  route  is  affected 
by  assignment  reporting  dates  and  scheduled  classes,  over  which  the  Air  Force 
h^  little  control. 

Marine  Corps  Comments.  The  Marine  Corps  concurred,  stating  that  it 
executes  its  assignments  to  joint  duty  during  me  summer  months  and  fills  as 
many  of  those  AFSC  seats  as  possible  with  officers  TDY  en  route.  The  Marine 
Corps  is  limited,  however,  by  parent  organizations  whose  requirements  do  not 
always  coincide  with  joint  training  requu«ments,  and  who  are  unwilling  to 
accept  a  3-month  gap  in  a  position  without  benefit  of  a  turnover.  The  Marine 
Corps  indicated  that  it  wUl  continue  to  send  officers  TDY  en  route  within  the 
constraints  that  arise  from  the  requirements  of  the  parent  organizations. 

b.  The  Chief  of  Naval  l^rsoimel,  the  Commander,  Air  Force 
Personnel  Center,  and  the  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Manpower 
and  Reserve  Affairs,  U.S.  Marine  Corps,  ^edule  officers  who  attend  the 
Armed  Forces  Staff  College  after  reporting  to  their  joint  assignments  as 
early  as  possible  within  the  first  year  of  those  Joint  assignments. 

Navy  Comments.  The  Navy  concurred,  stating  that  it  has  established  an 
assignment  policy  giving  priority  for  AFSC  seats  to  officers  en  route  to  or 
witl^  their  first  year  of  joint  activities.  Further,  the  Navy  will  establish 
procedures  by  September  30,  1998,  to  systematically  notify  joint  activities  of 
officers  lacking  JPME  Phase  n. 

Air  Force  Comments.  The  Air  Force  concurred  with  the  intent  of  the 
recommendation,  stating  that  it  is  sending  81  percent  of  its  officers  to  AFSC 
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within  the  first  year  of  their  joint  assignments.  The  Air  Force  continues  to 
make  that  the  priori^  after  those  officers  who  attend  AFSC  TDY  en  route  to 
dieir  new  joint  positions. 

Marine  Corps  Comments.  The  Marine  Corps  concurred,  stating  that,  although 
its  intuition  was  to  send  100  percent  of  its  officers  to  the  AFSC  JPME  Phase  n 
course  within  the  first  year  or  the  joint  duty  assignment,  it  was  not  always  able 
to  do  so.  The  joint  organizations  to  which  the  officers  were  assigned  have  not 
always  agreed  to  release  them.  The  Marine  Corps,  however,  will  make  every 
effort  to  schedule  officers  for  the  AFSC  within  die  first  year  of  their  joint  tours. 

c.  Tbe  Chief  of  Naval  Personnel  and  the  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of 
Staff  for  Manpower  and  Reserve  Affairs,  U.S.  Marine  Corps,  aggressively 
use  standby  li^  of  alternate  students  to  fill  any  seats  vacated. 

Navy  Comments.  The  Navy  concurred,  stating  that  it  will  include  this 
recommendation  in  die  procMures  it  plans  to  complete  by  September  30,  1998. 

Air  Force  Comments.  The  Air  Force  concurred  with  the  intent  of  our 
recommendation,  stating  that  it  already  complies. 

Evaluation  Response.  We  agree  with  the  Air  Force  comments,  and  therefore, 
have  removed  the  Air  Force  as  an  addressee  of  this  recommendation. 

Marine  Corj^  Comments.  The  Marine  Corps  concurred,  stating  that  it  has 
and  will  continue  to  aggressively  use  its  standby  list  to  ensure  it  dlls  as  many  of 
the  quotas  as  possible.  In  each  of  the  last  3  years,  the  Marine  Corps  surpassed 
its  total  allocation  of  officers  attending  the  AJ^SC. 

A.2.  We  recommend  that  the  Chief  of  Naval  Persoimel  take  steps  needed 
to  ensure  that  more  officers  are  assigned  to  joint  billets  following 
attendance  at  the  Armed  Forces  Staff  College. 

Navy  Comments.  The  Navy  concurred,  stating  that  it  will  review  its 
assignment  policy  and  make  every  effort  to  detail  AFSC  graduates  to  joint 
activities  to  the  maximum  extent  possible.  The  review  will  be  completed  no 
later  than  September  30,  1998. 

A.3.  We  recommend  the  Director,  Joint  Staff,  in  order  to  reduce  late 
withdrawals  and  prevent  empty  seats  at  the  Joint  Professional  Military 
Education  Phase  n  courses  at  ffie  Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  designate  a 
single  point  of  contact  to  coordinate  last  minute  substitutions. 

Joint  Staff  Comments.  The  Joint  Staff  neither  concurred  nor  nonconcurred, 
but  stated  that  action  has  been  taken  through  a  February  1998  revision  to  CJCS 
Instruction  1800.01. 

Evaluation  Response.  The  Joint  Staff  comments  are  responsive  to  our 
recommendation. 
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The  length  of  the  JPME  Phase  II  12-week  course  needs  to  be  reevaluated 
while  maintaining  the  quality  of  the  education.  The  current  course 
length  is  mandat^  by  congressional  legislation.  Reduced  course  length 
and  an  added  class  would  mcrease  JPME  Phase  II  graduates  at  AFSC  by 
approximately  200  to  225  students  annually. 


Background 


Purpose  of  the  JPME  Phase  n  Course.  The  purpose  of  the  JPME  Phase  II 
course  is  to  educate  and  provide  a  pool  of  officers  trained  in  joint  matters  and  to 
develop  JSOs.  The  course  is  designed  to  build  the  joint  perspective,  with  an 
emphasis  on  providing  officers  with  expertise  in  the  integrate  strategic 
deployment,  employment,  and  sustainment  of  air,  land,  sea,  space,  and  special 
operations  forces.  The  development  of  a  two-phase  program  for  JPME  was 
recommended  by  the  Skelton  Panel  in  1989,  as  previously  discussed.  In  1991, 
Congress  amended  10  U.S.C.  663  to  require  that  the  principal  course  of 
instruction  at  the  AFSC,  JPME  Phase  n,  be  no  less  than  3  months. 

Acculturation.  Another  purpose  of  the  AFSC  JPME  Phase  II  course  is  the 
acculturation  of  its  students.  For  the  duration  of  the  course,  students  study, 
live,  and  work  together.  Every  effort  is  made  to  intermingle  students  from  the 
different  Services  in  all  aspects  of  the  program.  The  seminars,  living 
arrangements,  and  p^cipadon  in  social  activities  and  sports  are  designed  to 
facilitate  understanding  of  the  other  Services’  perspectives  and  methods  of 
operation.  This  acculturation  process  has  been  in  place  since  1991,  when  the 
AFSC  expanded  the  JPME  Phase  II  intermediate  course  to  12  weel«. 


Course  Length  Could  Be  Shortened 

Joint  Maturation.  Students  arri\dng  for  the  JPME  Phase  II  course  have 
increased  knowledge  of  joint  warfighting  methodology  and  multi-Service 
doctrine.  An  unquantiflable  number  of  students  have  been  exposed  to  jointness 
through  participation  in  joint  operations  ranging  fi^om  Operation  Desert  Storm  in 
Southwest  Asia  to  (^ration  Joint  Endeavor  in  Bosnia.  JPME  Phase  I  also 
exposes  students  to  joint  warfighting  methodology  and  multi-Service  doctrine. 
This  "joint  maturation’’  in  JPME  Phase  I  creates  students  with  a  much  broader 
knowledge  and  a  greater  appreciation  of  the  other  Services’  capabilities. 

Combatant  Command  Responses.  Persoimel  at  all  nine  combatant  commands 
rqxirted  the  JPME  Phase  n  program  at  the  AFSC  was  too  long.  While  they  did 
not  want  to  sacrifice  the  quality  of  joint  education  provided  at  the  AFSC,  they 
indicated  the  current  12-week  JPME  Phase  n  course  could  be  shortened  to  8 
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or  9  weeks,  while  still  maintaining  the  same  quality  of  joint  education. 
Personnel  at  the  combatant  commands  indicated  the  12-week  course  length  was 
a  factor  in  their  reluctance  to  release  officers  to  attend  the  course.  That 
reluctance  was  shared  by  other  joint  organizations,  contributing  to  the  shortage 
of  JPME  Phase  n  graduates.  A  shorter  course  would  have  less  impact  on 
organizations’  missions,  cause  less  disruption,  and  decrease  gaps  of  critical 
personnel,  especially  in  cases  where  die  attendees  are  in  positions  that  have  only 
one  person  to  do  a  specific  job.  Organizations  withdraw!^  students  from  the 
attendance  list  within  days  of  a  course’s  starting  date  significantly  contributed  to 
the  shortfall  of  JPME  Phase  II  graduates,  as  discussed  in  Finding  A. 

Graduate  Responses.  We  interviewed  58  JPME  Phase  II  graduates  of  AFSC 
who  were  serving  in  joint  billets  and  31  supervisors  of  graduates  at  the 
combatant  commands  and  the  Joint  Staff:  66  out  of  those  89  individuals 
(74  percent)  indicated  that  the  JPME  Phase  II  course  at  the  AFSC  was  too  long 
and  that  the  course  objectives  could  be  attained  in  a  shorter  period  of  time. 
Overall,  they  agreed  die  course  was  beneficial  and  particularly  helpful  in 
understanding  how  their  counterparts  in  the  other  Services  operated. 

Operational  Impact.  Most  officers  attended  the  12-week  JPME  Phase  II 
course  at  the  AFSC  after  they  began  their  joint  assignments  (61  percent  of 
attendees  in  academic  year  1997).  Joint  assignments  are  normally  for 
36  months,  so  time  spent  at  the  JPME  Phase  n  course  could  account  for 
approximately  8  percent  of  an  officer’s  joint  tour.  A  shorter  JPME  Phase  II 
course  would  take  less  time  from  an  officer’s  joint  assignment,  while  also 
allowing  the  AFSC  to  offer  one  additional  course  each  year,  increasing  the 
opportunity  for  more  officers  to  attend  JPME  Phase  II.  The  billets  many  joint 
officers  fill  are  operational  and  warfighting  jobs  essential  to  the  organizations. 
The  more  time  JPME  Phase  II  graduates  can  spend  performing  the  duties  of 
their  joint  assignments,  the  higher  the  operational  readiness  of  their 
organizations. 

Course  Length  Could  be  Shortened.  With  operational  impact  in  mind,  and 
based  on  questionnaire  responses  and  our  interviews,  we  believe  the  need  for  a 
12-week  JPME  Phase  II  course  no  longer  exists  and  that  a  shorter  JPME 
Phase  II  course  would  better  serve  the  students  and  the  organizations  to  which 
they  are  assigned.  The  AFSC  agreed  with  our  recommendation  to  capture  data 
on  the  issue  directly  from  JPME  Phase  II  graduates  and  modified  its  graduate 
feedback  questionnaire  accordingly. 


Reducing  Course  Length  and  Increasing  Throughput 


Reducing  the  course  length  of  JPME  Phase  II  at  the  AFSC  would  require  a 
change  in  10  U.S.C.  663,  which  requires  the  principal  course  of  instruction  at 
the  ^SC  to  be  no  less  than  3  months.  A  reduction  in  the  course  length  from 
12  weeks  to  8  or  9  weeks  would  result  in  an  increase  in  productive  time; 
commands  would  be  able  to  use  their  joint  officers  for  more  of  their  tours. 
Additionally,  a  reduction  in  course  length  would  allow  the  AFSC  to  increase  the 
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number  of  JPME  Phase  II  intermediate  courses  from  four  to  five  per  year.  That 
could  increase  the  annual  throughput  of  the  AFSC  by  approximately  200  to  225 
officers,  a  possible  25  percent  increase,  thereby  increasing  the  number  of 
opportunities  for  the  combatant  commands  and  other  joint  organizations  to 
educate  more  of  their  joint  staffs.  Another  impact  of  the  changes  would  be  to 
diminate  the  shortfall  of  JPME  Phase  n  graduates,  bringing  DoD  in  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act. 


Potential  Economies  and  Efficiencies 


Facing  reduced  resources,  the  DoD  can  realize  some  fiscal  economies  if  the 
JPME  Phase  n  course  at  the  AFSC  could  be  shortened  without  sacrificing  the 
quality  of  education.  Reducing  the  AFSC  JPME  Phase  II  course  length  would 
result  in  a  reduction  in  the  overall  cost  of  educating  each  graduate.  The 
Services  would  have  lower  per  diem  costs,  including  lodging  and  meal 
allowance  for  each  JPME  Phase  n  student.  Reducing  the  course  length  to 

8  weeks  would  reduce  overall  per  diem  costs  by  $1,529  per  person.  Even 
adding  another  class  of  200  to  225  officers  to  the  AFSC  sch^ule,  DoD  would 
still  r^ize  $700,000  to  $775,000  in  funds  put  to  better  use  annu^ly  in  the  form 
of  lowered  per  diem  costs.  The  amount  would  be  somewhat  reduced  by  the 
additional  transportation  costs  of  $95,000  to  $107,000  annually  (approximately 
$475  per  person)  and  would  result  in  ftmds  put  to  better  use  in  the  amount  of 
$593,000  to  $680,000.  Based  on  the  Future  Years  Defense  Plan  (FYDP),  that 
could  amount  from  $3.6  million  to  $4. 1  million  for  DoD  over  a  6-year  period. 
The  overall  amount  of  reduced  expenditures  would  be  changed  if  the  course 
were  reduced  to  9  weeks  instep  of  8  weeks.  A  reduction  in  course  length  to 

9  weeks  would  result  in  funds  put  to  better  use  in  the  amount  of  $163,000  to 
$259,000  annually  considering  lowered  per  diem  costs  and  additional 
transportation  costs.  See  Appendix  D  for  further  details. 


Conclusion 


Personnel  at  combatant  commands  and  recent  graduates  of  the  Armed  Forces 
Staff  College  indicated  the  JPME  Phase  n  course  of  instruction  at  the  AFSC 
was  too  long  and  that  the  benefits  of  the  course  could  be  achieved  with  the  same 
quality  results  in  a  shorter  period  of  time.  A  shorter  course  would  reduce 
impact  on  the  combatant  commands  and  other  joint  organizations,  and  critical 
operational  and  warfighting  jobs  would  not  be  gapped  for  as  long  a  period  of 
time.  Some  economies  and  efficiencies  could  be  achieved  in  the  cost  of  sending 
an  officer  to  the  AFSC,  resulting  in  a  reduction  of  per  diem  costs  by  33  percent 
for  each  officer,  if  the  course  length  were  reduced  to  8  weeks. 


13 


Finding  B.  Joint  Professional  Military  Education  Phase  n  Course  Length 


Management  Comments  on  Finding  and  Evaluation  Response 


Joint  Sta^  Conunents.  The  Joint  Staff  did  not  agree  with  the  fu^t  sentence  of 
the  finding  paragraph,  regarding  course  lengdi.  Input  from  the  President, 
National  Defense  University  and  the  Commandant,  AFSC  included  in  comments 
from  the  Joint  Staff  emphasized  that  our  evaluation  did  not  review  or  analyze 
the  content  of  JPME  curriculum. 

Evaluation  Response.  After  a  review  of  the  Joint  Staff  comments,  we  revised 
the  Hrst  sentence  of  Finding  B. 


Recommendations,  Management  Comments,  and  Evaluation 
Response 


B.l.  We  recommend  that  the  Director,  Joint  Staff,  examine  the  curriculum 
and  determine  how  much  the  Joint  Professional  Military  Education 
Phase  n  course  can  be  shortened  without  diminishing  the  quality  of  Joint 
education  or  diminishing  the  desired  benefits  of  multi-Service 
acculturation. 

Joint  Staff  Comments.  The  Joint  Staff  concurred,  stating  that  its  Chairman’s 
Process  for  Accreditation  of  Joint  Education  Team  completed  a  quality 
assessment  at  AFSC.  A  Joint  Staff  review  is  ongoing  for  all  JPME  objectives, 
course  length,  faculty  and  instructive  modes,  in  coordination  with  the  Office  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  Service  representatives. 

Evaluation  Response.  The  Joint  Staff  comments  were  partially  responsive. 

We  request  that  the  Director,  Joint  Staff  provide  additional  comments  regarding 
the  anticipated  completion  date  of  this  review,  and  a  concurrence  or 
nonconcurrence  widi  potential  monetary  benefits. 

B.2.  We  recommend  the  Director,  Joint  Staff,  at  the  next  combatant 
commanders*  conference: 

a.  Confirm  that  a  reduction  in  Joint  Professional  Military 
Education  Phase  II  course  length  is  supported  by  the  combatant 
commanders  and  is  in  the  best  interests  of  the  joint  community. 

b.  Determine  what  change  to  Title  10,  United  States  Code, 

Section  663,  is  deemed  necessary. 

Joint  Staff  Comments.  The  Joint  Staff  concurred,  stating  that  it  is  reviewing 
JPME  Phase  II  matters,  including  the  future  of  JPME  Phase  II.  The  working 
group  recommendations  will  be  coordinated  with  the  combatant  commanders. 
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U.S.  PnciOc  Command  and  U.S.  Central  Command  Comments.  Although 
not  required  to  comment,  both  the  U.S.  Pacific  Command  and  the 
U.S.  Central  Command  supported  the  finding  and  recommendations.  The 
U.S.  Pacific  Command  indicated  that  it  has  made  the  recommendation  to 
shorten  the  course  three  times  within  the  last  3  years,  based  on  feedback  from 
graduates,  and  that  now  may  be  the  time  to  fine-tune  the  course.  The 
U.S.  Central  Command  also  indicated  that  it  supports  the  finding  and  is  in  favor 
of  an  8-  or  9-week  course.  This  wifi  increase  the  time  on-station  and 
productivity  of  officers  concerned,  and  will  significantly  increase  the  number  of 
officers  that  can  be  trained  as  JSOs. 


This  page  left  out  of  original  document 


Part  n  -  Additional  Information 


Appendix  A.  Evaluation  Process 


Scope  and  Methodology 


Scope.  The  evaluation  focused  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  JPME  Phase  II 
program  in  meeting  the  requirements  of  iht  Goldwater-Nichols  Act,  in 
educating  joint  officers,  and  in  developing  ISOs  to  support  joint  billets.  We  did 
not  review  or  analyze  the  content  of  the  ^ME  Phase  II  curriculum. 

Data  Gathering.  We  obtained  and  reviewed  the  1986  Goldwater-Nichols  Act 
and  related  amendments,  DoD  policies,  CJCS  regulations,  Service  regulations, 
and  policies  and  procedures  regarding  JPME  Phase  II.  We  reviewed 
documentation  provided  to  us  by  the  Joint  Staff,  the  National  Defense 
University,  the  Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  and  the  four  Service  personnel 
centers  covering  the  period  of  1995  through  1997.  We  provided  questionnaires 
to  selected  personnel  at  all  nine  combatant  commands  and  Service  personnel 
centers.  We  interviewed  DoD  personnel  managers,  including  Service  personnel 
managers,  members  of  the  Joint  Staff  who  have  oversight  of  military  education, 
and  personnel  at  the  National  Defense  University  and  the  AFSC.  We  also 
interviewed  58  graduates  of  the  AFSC  and  31  graduate  supervisors  at 
three  combatant  commands  and  the  Joint  Staff. 

Use  of  Computer-Processed  Data.  We  did  not  use  computer-processed  data  or 
statistical  sampling  techniques  for  this  evaluation. 

Evaluation  Type,  Dates,  and  Standards.  We  performed  this  program 
effectiveness  evaluation  from  June  through  December  1997  in  accordance  with 
standards  issued  and  implemented  by  the  Inspector  General,  DoD. 

Accordingly,  we  included  those  tests  of  management  controls  considered 
necessary. 

Organizations  Visited.  We  visited  or  contacted  individuals  and  organizations 
wiAin  the  DoD.  Further  details  are  available  upon  request. 


Management  Control  Program 


DoD  Directive  5010.38,  “Management  Control  (MC)  Program,”  August  26, 
1996,  requires  DoD  organizations  to  implement  a  comprehensive  system  of 
management  controls  tlmt  provides  reasonable  assurance  that  the  programs  are 
operating  as  intended  and  to  evaluate  the  adequacy  of  the  controls. 


18 


Appendix  A.  Evaluation  Process 


Scope  of  Review  of  the  Management  Control  Progi^.  We  reviewed  the 
adequacy  of  management  control  procedures  for  oversight  of  the  JPME  Phase  n 
by  Ae  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Joint  Staff,  and  the  Services.  We 
did  not  review  the  adequacy  of  management’s  self-evaluation  of  those  controls. 

Adequacy  of  Management  Controls.  Management  controls  of  the  JPME 
Phase  II  program  were  adequate  in  that  we  identified  no  material  management 
control  wea^esses. 
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During  the  last  five  years,  the  Inspector  General  (IG),  DoD,  issued  a  report  on 
the  joint  manpower  process.  The  General  Accounting  Office,  in  response  to 
Congressional  direction,  performed  a  review  of  the  progress  made  by  DoD  in 
the  implementation  of  recommendations  made  in  the  DoD  i^xirt.  Another 
report,  done  under  the  auspices  of  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Personnel 
and  Readiness,  studied  the  pot^tial  cost  savings  from  the  possible  consolidation 
of  the  Services  command  and  staff  colleges  and  war  colleges.  Additionally,  the 
Joint  Staff  requested  that  RAND  conduct  an  analysis  of  the  size  and  composition 
of  the  JDAL. 


General  Accounting  Office 

General  Accounting  Office  Report  No.  NSIAD-97-229  (OSD  Case 
No.  1431),  "Joint  Manpower  ^ocess:  Limited  Progress  Made  in 
Lnplementing  DoD  Inspector  General  Recommendations,**  September  19, 
19^,  was  conducted  as  a  follow-up  review  to  IG,  DoD,  Report  No.  96-029, 
"Inspection  of  the  Department  of  Defense  Joint  Manpower  ^ocess,” 

November  29,  1995.  The  IG,  DoD,  inspection  reported  significant  deficiencies 
in  DoD  joint  personnel  requirements  and  management  program,  and  made 
recommendations  for  improvement.  The  General  Accounting  Office  was 
requested  by  Congress  to  track  the  progress  of  implementing  the 
recommendations  made  in  the  IG,  DoD,  report.  The  Genei^  Accounting 
Office  rqxirted  that  some  action  was  being  taken  on  the  recommendations, 
including  the  publication  of  DoD  Instruction  1300.20  and  DoD 
Directive  1300.19,  which  provide  guidance  on  joint  personnel  requirements  for 
all  joint  orjganizations.  The  Generd  Accounting  Office  considered  that  those 
actions  satisfied  the  recommendations  cited  in  £e  IG,  DoD,  report  on  this  topic. 
The  General  Accounting  Office  did  not  make  any  recommendations  to  the  DoD; 
therefore,  no  response  was  required.  The  r^rt  notes  that  DoD  provided  oral 
comments,  which  generally  concurred  with  its  findings. 


Inspector  General,  DoD 


IG,  DoD,  Report  No.  $16-029,  "Inspection  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
Joint  Manpower  Pirocess,**  November  29, 1995.  The  report  documents  the 
inspection  of  the  process  used  to  determine,  validate,  approve,  assign,  and 
manage  manpower  at  joint  organizations.  The  inflection  also  assessed  the 
ability  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  CJCS,  and  the  Secretaries  of  the 
Military  Departments  to  monitor  the  careers  of  officers  serving  in  the  joint 
arena,  with  emphasis  on  those  officers  designated  as  JSOs.  Additionally,  the 
report  covered  the  processes  used  to  employ  Reserve  component  individual 
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mobilization  augmentees  within  joint  organizations,  to  include  the  provision  of 
joint  training  and  education  needed  for  select  Reserve  officers.  The  report 
identified  the  following  systemic  deficiencies. 

•  The  processes  used  to  determine  manpower  requirements  for  joint 
organizations  were  inadequate. 

•  The  mechanisms  used  to  validate  and  approve  manpower 
requirements  for  joint  organizations  were  inadequate. 

•  The  Services  were  unable  to  satisfy  the  manpower  requirements  for 
joint  organizations  and  were  inconsistent  in  validation  procedures  and  manpower 
requirements  determination. 

•  Support  from  the  Secreta^^  of  Defense,  the  CJCS,  and  Secretaries  of 
the  Military  Departments  in  monitoring  the  careers  of  officers  serving  in  joint 
billets  was  inadequate. 

•  Joint  policy,  education,  and  training  of  Reserve  officers  assigned  to 
joint  organizations  were  inadequate. 

The  report  made  17  recommendations.  Management  concurred,  or  partially 
concurred,  with  16  of  those  recommendations.  The  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Personnel  and  Readiness  proposed  an  alternative  that  satisfied  the  intent  of 
the  other  recommendation. 


Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 


Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Personnel  and  Readiness,  ^‘Consolidation  of 
War  and  Staff  Colleges  Study,**  March  1994.  The  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Personnel  and  Readiness,  under  the  direction  of  Congress,  studied 
the  potential  cost  savings  from  consolidation  of  the  Services’  command  and  staff 
colleges  and  war  colleges,  and  those  colleges’  administration.  The  team 
conducted  this  study  from  a  view  of  possible  enhancements  to  joint  education 
and  training  that  might  result  from  consolidation  of  Uiese  institutions,  and  a 
comparison  of  savings  achieved  through  vertical  integration  of  administrations 
withm  each  Service.  At  the  outset  of  this  study,  the  team  decided  to  only 
review  those  alternatives  with  the  potential  to  recover  all  costs  within  S  years  of 
implementation.  The  team  consider^]  four  geographical  relocation  alternatives 
with  recommended  consolidations,  and  concluded  that  geographic  relocation  for 
any  of  the  colleges  was  not  economically  viable  due  to  the  high  cost  of  new 
construction,  l^e  team  also  concluded  that  professional  military  education  was 
a  prudent  investment  as  a  force  multiplier  for  the  safeguarding  of  our  nation. 

The  team  determined  that  joint  colleges  provided  joint  professional  competence 
in  an  officer’s  professional  development,  and  recogniz^  that  Service  colleges 
provided  Service-specific  professional  education.  The  team  concluded  that  both 
joint  education  and  Service-specific  education  were  imperative. 
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Joint  Staff 


RAND,  National  Defense  Research  Institute,  Paper  MR-622-JS, 

**Identifyins  and  Supporting  Joint  Duty  Assignments,”  1996,  The  Joint 
Staff,  Director  of  Manpower  and  Personnel,  requested  RAND  conduct  an 
analysis  on  alternative  policy  choices  for  the  size  and  composition  of  the  JDAL 
and  for  joint  officer  management.  The  RAND  researchers  assessed  both  how 
well  the  individual  Services  replenish  and  rotate  officers  in  and  out  of  joint 
billets,  and  how  well  the  organizations  owning  the  billets  manage  them.  The 
analysis  produced  ei^ht  recommendations.  Some  of  the  recommendations 
included  ranking  of  joint  billets  on  a  level  of  jointness;  more  objective 
methodology  for  identifying  critical  billets;  and  allowing  junior  officers 
(captains  and  lieutenants)  to  receive  joint  credit.  As  of  December  1997,  none  of 
Aose  recommendations  had  been  implemented. 
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Timing  of  Attendance 


JPME  Phase  II  course  attendance  is  coordinated  among  the  Services  and  the 
joint  organizations  to  which  officers  are  assigned.  The  Services  select  officers 
for  assignment  to  joint  billets  and,  based  on  those  selections,  determine  which 
officers  are  eligible  to  attend  JPNffi  Phase  n.  The  Services  then  develop 
prioritized  JPME  Phase  II  attendee  lists  and  coordinate  attendance  of  officers 
with  the  joint  activities.  Officers  are  then  scheduled  for  a  JPME  Phase  n  course 
and  attend  TDY  en  route  or  TDY  and  return.  In  cases  where  the  Services  are 
unable  to  fill  their  quotas,  they  release  untiled  seats  to  the  Joint  Staff  for 
further  coordination  and  ^tential  use  by  other  Services. 


Course  Selection  Processes 


Army.  The  Army  has  a  screening  process  in  place  to  review  the  files  of 
officers  eligible  to  attend  JPME  Phase  II  and  to  be  nominated  for  JSO 
designation.  The  Joint  Management  Branch,  Distribution  Division,  within  the 
Officer  Personnel  Management  Directorate  at  the  U.S.  Total  Army  Personnel 
Command,  is  responsible  for  determining  which  officers  will  attend  JPME 
Phase  n.  Officers  are  selected  based  on  their  qualifications  and  promotion 
potential,  with  attendee  lists  developed  based  on  priorities.  The  Director, 
Officer  Personnel  Management  Directorate,  approves  all  nominations  for  joint 
positions.  The  Army  attempts  to  send  officers  to  AFSC  TDY  en  route,  ^en 
that  is  not  possible,  mey  coordinate  with  the  joint  activities,  with  emphasis  on 
releasing  officers  to  attend  JPME  II  within  the  first  year  of  the  joint  assignment. 
Ultimately,  however,  the  release  authority  rests  with  the  joint  activities,  limiting 
the  Army’s  control.  The  Army  was  the  only  Service  that  consistently  met  the 
Goldwater-Nichols  Act  requirement  to  fill  at  least  SO  percent  of  its  joint  billets 
with  JSOs  or  JSO  nominees  throughout  1997. 

Navy.  The  Navy’s  Sj^ial  Assistant  for  Joint  Matters,  Distribution 
Dqui^ent,  Distribution  Management,  Allocation,  Resources  and  Procedures 
Division  under  the  Chief  of  Naval  Personnel,  is  responsible  for  monitoring  joint 
duty  assignments  and  assigning  quotas  for  JPME  Phase  U.  Ihe  course 
attendance  lists  are  developed  bs^  on  priorities,  with  first  priority  going  to 
those  officers  who  are  en  route  to  their  joint  assignments  and  second  priority  to 
those  officers  who  are  in  the  first  year  of  their  joint  tours.  Priorities  are  based 
on  guidance  contained  in  CJCS  Instruction  1800.01.  All  school  requests  are 
forwarded  to  the  office  of  the  Special  Assistant  for  Joint  Matters  from  Navy 
assignment  officers  or  joint  organizations  to  which  the  joint  officers  are 
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assigned.  The  Navy  had  the  highest  percentage  of  personnel  sent  to  the  AFSC 
TDY  en  route,  with  43  percent  in  academic  year  1^6  and  48  percent  in 
academic  year  1997. 

Air  Force.  Two  offices  within  the  Air  Force  handle  joint  matters:  the  Joint 
Officer  Management  Branch  at  the  Air  Force  Personnel  Center,  San  Antonio, 
Texas,  and  the  Air  Force  Colonel  Matters  Office  (the  Colonels’  Group)  in  the 
Pentagon.  The  Air  Force  Personnel  Center  manages  Air  Force-controlled  joint 
billets  for  lieutenant  colonels  and  majors,  and  determines  which  of  those 
officers  will  attend  JPME  Phase  n.  The  center  reviews  and  ranks  the 
nominations  according  to  priorities,  based  on  Joint  Staff  and  statutory  criteria. 
Priority  is  given  to  officers  who  attend  the  AFSC  TDY  en  route.  The 
remaining  seats  are  filled  through  nominations  from  joint  organizations.  The 
Colonels’  Group  manages  Air  Force  joint  billets  for  colonels  and  uses  similar 
criteria  for  selection. 

Marine  Corps.  The  Officer  Assignments  Branch  within  the  Manpower  and 
Reserve  Affairs  Department,  Headquarters,  U.S.  Marine  Corps,  has  sole 
responsibility  for  determining  which  officers  will  attend  JPME  Phase  U.  It 
designates  39  officers  per  year  to  attend  the  AFSC  JPME  Phase  II  intermediate 
course  in  the  year  following  their  completion  of  an  Intermediate  Service  School. 
Officer  designations  are  based  on  filling  critical  billets  on  the  JDAL  and 
consider  officers’  qualifications,  promotion  potential,  and  military  occupational 
specialties.  The  Marine  Corps’  intent  is  to  identify  promising  officers,  before 
they  attend  an  Intermediate  Service  School,  for  the  purpose  of  growing  and 
maintaining  a  pool  of  officers  suitably  qualifred  to  be  assigned  as  JSOs  to 
various  critical  joint  duty  assignments  within  the  Marine  Corps.  Officers  are 
then  chosen  for  subsequent  attendance  at  the  AFSC  and  a  follow-on  joint 
assignment. 
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Recommendation 

Reference _ Description  of  Benefit 


Amount  or 
Type  of  Benefit 


A.  1  .a.,  A.  1  .b.,  Prosram  Results.  Greater  use  of  JPME 11  Nonmonetary, 

and  A.2.  graduates  during  a  typical  36-month  joint 

assignment. 


A.  1  .c.  and  Program  Results  and  Economy  and  Nonmonetary. 

A.3.  EfBciency.  Reduces  last  minute  student 

withdrawals  and  increases  annual  attendance. 


B.  1.  and  B.2.  Program  Results  and  Economy  and  Nonmonetary. 

Efficiency.  Increases  number  of  graduates  by 
200  to  225  annually. 


Pro^am  Results  and  Economy  and 
Efficiency.  Reduces  per  diem*^  costs  (offset 
by  added  transportation  costs)  as  a  result  of 
shortening  JPh^  Phase  11  course  at  the 
AFSC  from  12  to  8  weeks. 

Program  Results  and  Economy  and 
Efficiency.  Reduces  per  diem  costs  (offset  by 
added  transportation  costs)  as  a  result  of 
shortening  JPME  Phase  II  course  at  the 
AFSC  fi’om  12  to  9  weeks. 


Funds  put  to  better  use: 

ranging  from  $593,(KX) 

to  $680, (XX)  annually, 

$3.6  million  to 

$4. 1  million  in  6  years 

(FYDP). 

Funds  put  to  better  use: 
ranging  from  $163,000 
to  $259,000  annually, 
$1.0  to  $1.6  million  in 
6  years  (FYDP). 


The  Services’  operation 
and  maintenance 
appropriations  would 
benefit  from  the  funds 
put  to  better  use: 

2020A  -  Army, 

1804N  -  Navy, 

3400F  -  Air  Force,  and 
1106N  -  Marine  Corps. 


'For  calculation  of  per  diem  costs,  see  page  24. 
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Calculation  of  Potential  Per  Diem  Funds  Put  to  Better  Use^ 


Per  diem  costs  for  current  12-week  course: 

900  students  annually  at  $4,531  per  student  equals  $4.08  million  each  year. 


Per  diem  costs  for  suggested  8-week  course  with  200  additional  students  in  added  class 
1,100  students  annually  at  $3,003  per  student  equals  $3.30  million  each  year. 

Funds  put  to  better  use  -  $680,000  annually. 


Per  diem  costs  for  suggested  8-week  course  with  225  additional  students  in  added  clasr 
1,125  students  annually  at  $3,003  per  student  equals  $3.37  million  each  year. 

Funds  put  to  better  use  -  $593,000  annually. 


Per  diem  costs  for  suggested  9-week  course  with  200  additional  students  in  added  class: 
1,100  students  annually  at  $3,385  per  student  equals  $3.72  million  each  year. 

Funds  put  to  better  use  -  $259,000  annually. 


iliem  costs  for  suggested  9-week  course  with  225  additional  students  in  added 
1,125  students  annually  at  $3,385  per  student  equals  $3.8  million  each  year. 
Funds  put  to  better  use  -  $163,000  annually. 


^Funds  put  to  better  use  have  been  offset  by  $475  transportation  costs  for  each 
additional  student. 
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Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Comptroller) 

Deputy  Chief  Financial  Officer 
Dq)uty  Comptroller  (Program/Budget) 

Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Personnel  and  Readiness 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Force  Management  Policy) 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  (Military  Personnel  Policy) 

Director,  Officer  and  ^listed  Personnel  Management 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Public  Affairs) 

Director,  Defense  Logistics  Studies  Information  Exchange 

Joint  Staff 

Director,  Joint  Staff 

D^uty  Inspector  General 

Director  for  Manpower  and  Personnel 

Director  for  Operational  Plans  and  Interoperability 

Department  of  the  Army 

Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Financial  Management  and  Comptroller) 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  for  Manpower  and  Reserve  Affairs 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Personnel 

Commander,  U.S.  Total  Armv  Personnel  Command 
Director,  Officer  Personnel  Management  Directorate 
Auditor  General,  Dq}artment  of  the  Army 


Department  of  the  Navy 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (Financial  Management  and  Comptroller) 
Chief  of  Naval  Personnel 

Special  Assistant  for  Joint  Matters 
Auditor  General,  Department  of  the  Navy 
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Marine  Corps 

Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps 

Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Manpower  and  Reserve  Affairs 
Assistant  Chief  of  Staff  for  Personnel  Management 

Inspector  General,  Office  of  the  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps 


Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Financial  Management  and  Comptroller) 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Manpower,  Reserve  Affairs,  Installations  and 
Environment) 

Inspector  Genei^,  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Chief  of  Staff,  Air  Force 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Personnel 

Commander,  Air  Force  Personnel  Center 

Chief,  Assignment  and  Joint  Policy,  Air  Force  Colonel  Matters  Office 
Auditor  Genei^,  Department  of  the  Air  Force 


Unified  Commands 

Commander  in  Chief,  U,S.  European  Command 
Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Pacific  Command 
Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Atlantic  Command 
Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Southern  Command 
Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Central  Command 
Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Space  Command 
Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Special  Operations  Command 
Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Transportation  Command 
Commander  in  Chief,  U.S.  Strategic  Command 

Other  Defense  Organizations 

National  Defense  University 
Armed  Forces  Staff  College 
Industrial  College  of  the  Armed  Forces 
National  War  College 
Director,  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency 
Director,  Defense  Logistics  Agency 
Director,  National  Securi^  Agency 

Inspector  General,  National  Security  Agency 
Inspector  General,  Defense  Intelligence  Agency 
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Non-Defense  Federal  Organizations  and  Individuals 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget 

Ttehnical  Information  Center,  National  Security  and  International  Affairs  Division, 
General  Accounting  Office 

Chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of  each  of  the  following  congressional 
committees  and  suW>mmittees: 

Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Senate  Subcommittee  on  Defense,  Committee  on  Appropriations 
Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
Senate  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

House  Subcommittee  on  National  Security,  Committee  on  Appropriations 
House  Committee  on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight 
House  Subcommittee  on  Government  Management,  Information,  and  Technology, 
Committee  on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight 
House  Subcommittee  on  National  Security,  International  Affairs,  and  Criminal 
Justice,  Committee  on  Government  Reform  and  Oversight 
House  Committee  on  National  Security 
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Final  Report 

Reference  _ 


THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  THE  NAVY 
lM*N»owt«  *NO  •(•(iivt  A^rAmsi 
WAtHiNoroH.  o.e  aojse-ieee 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  FOR 
AUDITING 

SUBJECT:  DODIG  Draft  Report:  Evaluation  Report  on  Joint 

Profeaaional  Military  Education  Phase  II,  Project 
Number  ^RB-SOia  .  ACTION  MEMORANDUM 

1  am  responding  to  your  memorandum,  Attachment  1,  concerning 
Che  evaluation  to  determine  whether  the  JPMC  Phase  II  program  is 
meeting  the  provialona  of  the  Goldwater-Nichols  Act. 

The  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  rssponses  to  the  draft  audit  report 
are  provided  (Attachments  2  A  3).  We  have  carefully  reviewed  and 
concur  with  the  draft  report's  findings  and  recommendations.  The 
Navy  and  Marine  Corps  ere  working  closely  with  OSD  and  JCS 
representatives  to  ensure  the  process  for  assigning  Naval 
officers  to  JPME  Phase  II  maximizes  use  of  limited  quotas. 

He  have  reviewed  all  directives  and  policies  pertaining  to 
Che  assignment  officers  through  Armed  Forces  Staff  College  Co 
ensure  chat  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  officers  are  assigned  to  joint 
billets,  fulfilling  Galdwater>Nlchols  requirements.  Assignment 
policies  are  in  force  which  have  made  a  positive  and  lasting 
In^cC  coward  meeting  these  requirements. 

ts";  ‘a,  i"(f  ■  i 

Karen  S.  Heath 
Principal  Deputy 


Deleted 


Attachments : 

1.  DODIG  memo  of  27  February  1998 

2.  Navy  comments  on  Draft  Report 

3.  Narine  Corps  comments  on  Draft  Report 
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Navy  ComnMnu 
on 

OOOIG  Drafl  Raport  of  27  Fabruary  1 S98 
on 

Evaluation  Raped  on  Joint  Profataional  Military  Education  Phase  II 
Project  Number  7RB>9038 

Summary  of  DOOIG  findlnoa  and  racommandatlons 

•  OOOIG  found  that  in  Novambar  1997,  thara  was  a  ahodfatl  of  1 B9  JPME  Phase 
II  graduates  In  joint  billatt.  The  shortaga  of  officers  trairMd  in  joint  matters  limited  the 
laval  of  axpadisa  required  by  the  Goldwatar-Nichols  Act  (Finding  A). 

-  The  Armed  Forces  Staff  Collage  JPME  Phase  II  12-weak  course  was  too  long 
and  could  be  shodertad  without  sacrifi^HJ  9ia  quality  of  the  education.  The  length  of 
the  course  is  mandated  by  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  Section  663  (10  U.S.C.  663). 
Reducing  the  length  of  the  course  and  adding  another  course  during  each  year  at  the 
Armed  Forces  Staff  College  could  rasuft  in  an  increased  throughput  of  approximately 
200  or  more  students  annually  (Finding  B). 

OOOIG  recommsr>ded  the  Navy,  the  Air  Force  and  the  Marina  Corps  Service  personnel 
martagers  maximize  the  practice  of  sanding  officers  to  the  Armed  Forces  Staff  College 
an  route  to  a  joint  biltat;  schedule  officers  who  attend  the  Armed  Forces  Staff  College 
after  repoding  to  their  joint  billets  as  early  as  possible  in  their  joint  tour;  and 
aggressively  use  altarruita  student  lists  for  JPME  Phase  II  to  take  advantage  of  any 
seats  vacated  al  the  Armed  Forces  Staff  College.  The  DOOIG  recommended  that  the 
Navy  send  more  officers  to  joint  assignments  after  they  attend  the  Armed  Forces  Staff 
College.  They  also  recommended  that  the  Director,  Joint  Staff,  designate  a  single  point 
of  contact  to  coordinate  last  minute  JPME  Phase  II  course  substitutions  for  the  Armed 
Forces  Staff  College.  They  recommend  that  the  Director,  Joint  Staff,  examine  the 
JPME  Phase  II  course  and  determine  how  much  it  can  be  shodened  while  still 
maintaining  the  quatity  of  joint  education  ani  achieving  the  desired  benefits  of  multi  ¬ 
service  acculturation.  Further,  they  recommerKied  that  the  Director,  Joint  Staff,  confirm 
combatant  commanders'  suppod  for  a  shodened  JPME  Phase  II  course  at  the  next 
commanders'  conference  arvl  determine  what  change  to  10  U.S.C.  663  is  deemed 
necessary. 

Navy  Statement 

The  following  comments  address  findings  arxf  recommendalions  pedineni  to 

Navy. 

Finding  A:  Shodaoe  of  Joint  Professional  Military  Education  Phase  II  Graduates. 

DOOIG  found  that  in  November  1997,  there  was  a  shortfall  of  169  JPME  Phase  II 
graduates  in  joint  billets.  Factors  contrlbutmg  to  this  shortfall  were  the  timing  of 
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■MwKianc*.  ttM  uaiSnnrMnt  of  Navy  graduates  to  other  than  joint  billets  after  course 
oomplelion,  the  empty  seats  caused  by  late  withdrawals,  and  the  throughput  at  the 
Arm^  Forces  Staff  College  due  to  its  limited  capacity.  This  shortage  limited  the  level 
of  joint  expertiso  required  by  the  GoMwater-Nichois 

Four  fectofs  specifically  contributed  to  this  shortfall: 

-  Timing  of  attendance  -  in  order  to  comply  with  CJCS  instructions,  officers  being 
sent  to  joint  billets  should  attend  JPME  PlUse  il  as  early  as  possible; 

-  Navy  assignment  practice  to  joint  billets  -  assigning  AFSC  graduates  to  non¬ 
joint  billets  contributed  to  the  shortage  of  JPME  Phase  II  graduates  filling  JDAL 
billets; 

-  Late  withdrawals  -  late  withdrawals  of  officers  from  the  JPME  Phase  II 
attendance  list  at  the  AFSC  resulted  in  unfilled  course  seats; 

-  Limited  capacity  -  the  limited  capacity  of  the  AFSC  was  a  significant  factor  in 
the  shortage  of  JPME  Phase  II  graduates. 

Navy  Response:  Concur,  with  comments.  See  actions  taken  in  response  to 
recommendations  Ala.  Alb,  Ale  and  A2.  Defer  action  on  A3  to  Director,  Joint  Staff. 

Recommendation  A.1  .a.  That  the  Chief  of  Naval  Personnel;  the  Commander  Air  Force 
Personrtel  Center;  and  the  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Manpower  and  Reserve 
Affairs,  U.S.  Marine  Corps,  establish  the  necessary  controls  and  procedures  to 
maximize  the  practice  of  sending  officers  lo  the  Armed  Forces  Staff  College  en  route  to 
a  joint  billet. 

Naw  Response:  Concur.  Navy  will  review  and  revise,  as  appropriate,  all  policies  and 
directives  pertaining  to  follow-on  joint  duty  assignment  practices  to  emphasize 
maximum  use  of  Armed  Forces  Staff  College  quotas  for  those  officers  on  permanent 
orders  to  a  joint  duty  assignment  billet.  A  February  1997  policy  has  already  been 
established  which  prioritizes  AFSC  seating  for  the  expressed  purpose  of  capturing 
officers  on  orders  en  route  to  joint  activities.  Anticipate  completion  of  review  by  30 
September  1998. 

Recommendation  A.1.b.:  That  the  Chief  of  Naval  Personnel:  the  Commander  Air  Force 
Personnel  Center;  and  the  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Manpower  and  Reserve 
Affairs,  U.S.  Marine  Corps,  establish  the  necessary  controls  and  procedures  to 
schedule  officers  who  attend  the  Armed  Forces  Staff  College  after  reporting  to  their 
joint  assignments  as  early  as  possible  within  the  first  year  of  those  joint  assignments. 

Naw  Response:  Concur.  As  indicated  in  response  to  A.1.a.,  the  Navy  has  already 
established  an  assignment  policy  lo  give  high  priority  to  those  officers  en  route  to  or 
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within  their  first  year  onboard  Joint  activltiet.  Navy  will  further  establish  procedures  by 
30  September  1998  to  systematically  contact  joint  activities  to  notify  them  of  officers 
lacking  JPME  Phase  It,  in  order  to  aggressively  pursue  officers  assigned  within  their 
first  year.  This  will  be  an  ongoing  coordination  between  Navy  and  the  joint  activities. 

Recommendation  A.I.c.  .  That  the  Chief  of  Naval  Personnel;  the  Commander  Air  Force 
Personnel  Center:  and  the  Assistant  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Manpower  and  Reserve 
Affairs,  U.S.  Marine  Corps,  establish  the  rwcessary  controls  and  procedures  to 
aggressively  use  standby  lists  of  alternate  students  to  fill  any  seats  vacated. 

New  Response:  Concur.  Navy  will  include  these  recommendations  into  the 
establishment  of  procedures  outlined  in  response  to  A.I.b.  Expected  completion  is  30 
September  1998. 

Recommendation  A.2.:  OOOtG  recommerKf  the  Chief  of  Naval  Personnel  take  steps 
needed  to  ensure  that  more  officers  are  assigned  to  joint  billets  following  attendance  at 
the  Armed  Forces  Staff  College. 

Naw  Response:  Concur.  Navy  will  additionally  review  assignment  policy  and 
prioritization  to  ensure  every  effort  is  made  to  detail  Armed  Forces  Staff  College 
graduates  to  joint  activities  to  the  maximum  extent  possible.  Additionally,  the  recent 
AFSC  proposed  changes  to  class  size  end  composition  will  assist  the  Navy  in  optimal 
Utilization  of  our  limited  quotas.  This  review  will  be  completed  no  later  than  30 
September  1998  pending  approval  of  the  FY99  Armed  Forces  Staff  College  class 
schedule. 

Fwdino  B:  Joint  Professional  Military  Education  Phase  II  Course  Length.  00016  found 
that  the  AFSC  JPME  Phase  II  12>week  course  was  too  long  and  could  be  shortened 
w'rthout  sacrificing  the  quality  of  the  education.  A  reduction  in  course  length  and  an 
added  class  would  increase  AFSC  JPME  Phase  II  graduates  by  approximately  200  to 
225  students  annually. 

Naw  Response:  Concur.  Oefer  specific  response  to  Director,  Joint  Staff. 

Recommendation  fl.1..'  That  the  Director,  Joint  Staff,  examine  the  curriculum  and 
determine  how  much  the  Joint  Professional  Military  Education  (JPME)  Phase  II  course 
can  be  shortened  without  diminishing  the  quality  of  joint  education  or  diminishing  the 
dasirad  berMfits  of  multi-Service  acculturation. 

Naw  Response:  Oefer  action  to  Director,  Joint  Staff. 

Recommendation  B.2.a.:  That  the  Director,  Joint  Staff,  at  the  next  combatant 
oommarKfers'  conference  confirm  that  a  reduction  in  JPME  Phase  II  course  length  is 
supported  by  the  combatant  commanders  and  is  in  the  best  interests  of  the  joint 
community. 
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OEPARTMEMT  OF  THE  NAVY 
HEAOOUAfnCM  UfMnO  *TArU  MMIMf  CORPS 
a  NAW  ANNSa 
(NAtHUMTON,  OC 


■Wet?'*"" 


MEMORANDOM  FOR  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL,  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 


Subj:  EVALUATION  REPORT  OK  JOINT  PROFESSIONAL  MILITARY  EDUCATION 
PHASE  II  (PROJECT  NO.  7R8-9038! 


Ref:  (a)  DOD-IG  Draft  Evaluation  Report  (Project  No.  7RB-9C38) 

dcd  27  Feb  99 


I.  The  following  conunents  are  subir.itted  in  response  tc  the 
applicable  "Reconwendations  for  Corrective  Action"  listed  ir.  the 
reference . 


a.  "Maximize  the  practice  of  sending  officers  to  the  Armed 
Forces  Staff  College  en  route  to  a  joint  billet." 

Coneur--Hlth  few  exceptions,  we  execute  our  assignments  to  joint 
duty  during  the  summer  months.  Consequently,  all  of  our  officers 
who  attend  AFSC  in  an  enroute  status  attend  the  class  that  begins 
in  June  of  each  year.  The  Marine  Corps  has  a  quota  for  IS 
officers  in  the  June  class.  He  fill  as  many  of  these  quotas  as 
possible  with  officers  who  are  enroute  to  their  next  duty  station 
(a  joint  assignment]  immediately  following  graduation  from 
Intermediate  Service  School  (iSS).  Unfortunately,  we  are  often 
limited  in  this,  as  noted  in  the  reference,  by  parent 
organizations  whose  requirements  don't  always  coincide  with  our 
own,  ond  who  are,  more  importantly,  unwilling  to  accept  a  three 
month  gap  in  a  position  without  Che  benefit  of  a  turn-over.  He 
concur  that  we  should  maximize  the  practice  of  sending  officers 
to  AF.SC  enroute  and  will  continue  to  do  so  within  the  constraints 
chat  arise  from  the  particular  requirements  of  the  various  joint, 
parent  organizations. 

b.  "Schedule  officers  who  attend  the  Armed  Forces  Staff  College 
after  reporting  to  their  joint  assignments  as  early  as  possible 
within  Che  first  year  of  those  joint  assignments." 

Concur- -A1 chough  it  has  been  our  intent  to  send  lOOi  of  our 
designated  officers  to  JPME  Phase  11  curing  the  first  ye.ar 
following  graduation  fro.m  ISS,  we  have  not  alv/ays  beer,  able  to  do 
so.  Our  principal  hindrance  has  arisen  from  joint  organizations 
who  have  not  agreed  to  release  officers  to  go  to  school  during 
the  desired  time-period.  Because  of  needs  of  the  organization, 
many  times  these  officers  are  not  made  available  to  attend  AFSC 
until  the  second  year  of  their  tour,  or  later.  We  will  continue 
to  make  every  effort  to  schedule  officers  to  AFSC  during  the 
first  year  of  assignment  to  joint  duty  again,  within  the  very 
real  constraints  imposed  by  the  parent  organizations. 
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c.  "Aagxessiveiy  use  standby  lists  of  alternate  students  to  fill 
any  seats  vacated.” 

Cenour-'Me  have  in  the  past,  a.nd  will  continue  in  the  future,  to 
a99rcssively  use  out  stand-by  list  to  ensure  we  fill  as  many  of 
cur  quotas — and  more,  if  possible — at  AFSC.  We  currently  have 
allocations  for  39  officers  to  attend  the  intermediate  course  and 
6  to  attend  the  senior  course  (total  45)  annually.  Attendance  in 
the  past  three  academic  years  was  as  follows:  AYSS  -  <8,  AY96  - 
46,  AY97  -  48.  During  the  first  three  sessions  of  AY9B,  we  have 
enrolled  a  total  of  35  students.  Assigned  quotas  to  date  total 
34.  Although,  on  occasion,  we  have  been  unable  to  fill  seats  in 
a  particular  class,  our  aggressive  use  of  our  stand-by  list  has 
enabled  us  to  go  after  unfilled  quotas  from  the  other  Services 
during  ot.har  classes.  The  net  effect  has  beer,  that  in  each  of 
the  last  three  academic  years  we  have  surpassed  our  total 
allocation  of  officers  attending  AFSC.  We  are  on  track  to  do  so 
again  this  year. 

2,  Point  of  contact  for  this  matter  is  Major  C.  E.  Smith, 
Headquarters,  U.S.  Marine  Corps,  Officer  Assignments  Branch,  DSN 
224-5211/2740,  commercial  (703)  614-5211/2740. 


C  A.MUm 


C  A.IWUTrER 
Deputy  Chief  of  staff  (or 
Manpower  and  Rasaiva  Altalia 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
HEAOOUARTCM  UWTEO  STATES  AM  FORCE 
WASHWaTON  DC 


?  .  AFS  «-:.3 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  ASSISTANT  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  FOR  AUDITING  OFFICE  OF 
THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 


FROM:  HQUSAF/DP 

1040  Air  Force  PenUgon 

Wuhington,  DC  20330-1 040 

SUBJECT:  DoD  IG  Dnfi  Report,  Joint  Profttsional  Military  Education  Phase  II,  27  Feb  98, 
Project  No.  7Rfi-9038 

Tbia  it  in  reply  to  your  memorandum  requetting  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Ait  Force 
(Fituuicial  Management  attd  Comptroller)  to  provide  Air  Force  comments  on  subject  report. 

The  following  comments  are  provided  in  regards  to  the  draft  reports  recommendations: 

a.  Recommendation  A.  I  a.  •  Maximize  the  practice  of  sending  olTicets  to  the  Armed 
Forces  Staff  College  en  route  to  a  joiiu  billet:  Concur  with  the  intent;  however,  the  Air  Force  is 
maximizing  the  practice  of  sending  officers  en  route  TDY  to  AFSC.  As  the  DoD  report 
indicated  the  “Air  Force  gives  priority  to  ofEcers  who  attend  the  AFSC  TDY  en  route."  We 
continue  to  improve  our  overall  percentage  of  ofEceia  attending  en  route  and  have  improved  by 
three  percent  points  over  the  Iasi  three  years.  We  will  continue  to  send  oflicen  en  route  when 
class  dates  correspond  to  their  assignment  lejwrting  dates.  However,  overall  en  route 
percentages  are  determined  by  assignment  reporting  dales  and  scheduled  classes  for  which  the 
Air  Force  has  veo'  little  conool  over. 

b.  Recommendation  A.I.b.  •  Schedule  officers  who  inend  the  Armed  Forces  Staff 
College  after  reporting  to  their  joint  assignments  as  early  as  possible  within  the  first  year  of  those 
joint  assigrunenls:  Concur  with  intent;  bowev^,  the  Air  Force  is  sending  81  percent  of  their 
officers  to  AFSC  within  their  fiisl  year  of  their  joint  assigrimeni.  The  Air  Force  Personnel 
Center  continues  to  make  this  the  second  priority  after  those  who  attend  enroute. 

c.  Recommendation  A.)  .c.  •  Aggressively  use  standby  lists  of  alternate  students  to  fill 
any  seats  vacated.  Concur  with  the  intent;  however,  Ihc  Air  Force  elready  complies  with  this 
recommendation.  The  Air  Force  has  aggressively  used,  and  will  continue  to  aggressively  use,  its 
standby  lists  as  referenced  in  the  DoD  draft  report,  “  Three  of  the  four  Services  did  not  meet  their 
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4)udUs  for  fUling  icaU...The  Air  Force  made  the  most  aggressive  and  efTective  use  of  iu  standby 
list,  as  evidenced  by  the  Air  Force  filling  100  percent  of  itt  quou  for  academic  year  1 997  and 
filling  vacant  seats  of  other  Services." 


cc: 

SAF/FMPF 

SAF/MIM 


ROGER  kiBLANCHAfiO 
MiliMORMty  Ch¥  of  SUft, 
Fwoomi 
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Reply  ZIP  Code; 
30318-0300 


DJSM  553-98 
18  May  1998 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  OP  THE  DEPARTMENT  OP 
DEFENSE 

Subject:  Evaluation  Report  on  Joint  Professional  Military  Education  Phase  11 
(Project  No.  7Ra-9038) 


1.  As  requested,'  the  Joint  Staff  has  reviewed  the  draft  DOD IG  report  on 
JPME  Phase  II,  following  the  IG  team’s  visit  to  the  Armed  Forces  Staff  College 
(AFSC).  The  Joint  Staff  comments  are  enclosed. 

3.  Also  enclosed  are  management  comments  on  the  draft  report  forwarded  by 
the  President,  National  Defense  University,  and  the  Commandant,  Armed 
Forces  Staff  College. 

3.  The  Joint  Staff  point  of  contact  is  Lieutenant  Colonel  Chine,  USAF,  J-7, 
697-1364. 


N;  ixcssc.  small  Mu  |t»i.  ».«• 
DENNIS  C.  BLAIR 
Vice  Admiral,  U.S.  Navy 
Director,  Joint  Staff 


Enclosures 

Reference; 

1  OIG  DOD  memorandum,  27  February  1998,  'Evaluation  Report  on  Joint 
Professional  Militaiy  Education  Phase  II  (Project  No.  7RB-9038)* 
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A.J 


RacomiiKtidatioo 


B.I. 


ENCLOSURE 

JOINT  STAFF  COMMENTS  ON  JOINT  PROFESSIONAL  MILITARV  EDUCATION 

PHASER 

1.  The  following  are  Joint  Staff  commenta  on  three  recommendations  cited  in 
the  Executive  Summary,  page  11,  Suimnaiy  of  Recommendations  paragraph. 

a.  Recommendation  #1.  The  Director,  Joint  Staff,  designate  a  single  point 
of  contact  to  coordinate  last  minute  JPME  Phase  II  course  substitutions  for  the 
Armed  Forces  Staff  College. 

The  action  recommended  on  page  ii  of  the  executive  summary  and  page 
9A.3  of  the  report  has  been  taken  and  should  be  removed  from  the  final  report. 
In  the  CJCSI  1800.01,  February  1998,  revision,  'Chairman's  Officer 
Professional  Military  ^ucation  Policy,*  (OPME^,  psge  C>Sd,  Student  Quota 
Reallocation,  J-7  Military  Education  Division  is  the  single  point  of  contact  for 
all  quota  allocations. 

b.  Recommendation  #2.  The  Director.  Joint  Staff,  examine  the  JPME 
Phase  II  course  and  determine  how  much  it  can  be  shortened  while  still 
maintaining  the  quality  of  joint  education  and  achieving  the  desired  benefits  of 
muiti-Service  acculturation. 

(1)  Concur.  The  Chairman's  Process  for  Accreditation  of  Joint 
Education  (PAJE)  Team,  as  mandated  in  CJCSI  1800.01,  is  the  process  for 
quality  assessment  of  our  joint  programs.  The  PAJE  accreditation  visit  to  AFSC 
was  conducted  in  January  1998.  The  team  of  IS  educators  included  members 
from  the  Service’s  intermediate  and  senior  level  colleges,  a  DOD  educational 
representative,  and  an  independent  technical  advisor.  They  reviewed  AFSC's 
strategic  plans,  curriculum,  faculty  and  faculty  development,  and  most 
Important  the  quality  of  meeting  the  OPMEP  learning  objectives.  The  final 
report  cited  that  AFSC  was  doing  an  excellent  job  of  meeting  all  learning 
objectives.  The  Chairman  officially  accredited  AFSC  on  20  March  1998,  which 
rearmed  AFSC’s  program  for  a  S-year  period. 

(2)  A  Joint  Staff  led  review  is  under  way  for  all  JPME  objectives,  course 
length,  faculty  and  instructive  modes,  in  coordination  with  OSD  and  Service 
representatives. 
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c.  Recommendation  «3.  The  Director,  Joint  StalT,  confinn  combatant 
commanden*  support  for  a  shortened  JPME  Phase  11  course  at  the  next 
commanders' conference  and  determine  what  change  to  10  USC  663  is  deemed 
necessary. 

Concur.  The  Joint  Staff  is  currently  reviewing  Chapter  38  of  Title  10,  USC, 
which  includes  a  section  on  the  future  of  JPME  Phase  n.  The  working  group 
recommendations  will  be  coordinated  with  the  combatant  commanders. 

2.  Delete  Page  i.  Executive  Summary,  Evaluation  Results,  third  paragraph,  last 
sentence;  and  page  5,  Finding  A,  first  paragraph,  the  last  sentence:  ^he 
shortage  of  trained  ofllcera  in  Joint  matters  limited  the  level  of  expertise 
required  the  Ooldwater-Nichols  Act  (Finding  A).*  Do  not  agree  that  the  level 
of  expertise  is  limited.  The  current  figures  from  the  JOAMIS  Management 
Report,  20  April  98,  indicate  JDAL  positions  are  filled  with  53  percent  JSO’s 
and  JSO  nominees.  We  have  270  more  JSO  oflicers  serving  in  JDAL  positions 
throughout  OOD  than  required  by  the  Ooldwater  Nichols  Act. 


2  Enclosure  A 


Final  R^r 


Reconiinmiltlioc 

B.2. 


Revised 
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Reference 


Revised 


Draft  DODIG 


!•  ftgc  i,  Evakiation  Ruato  rcfcrcaccd  page  S. 

Findine  A  ahnrtaw  nf  Inint  Rmfaiiowil  Milttirv  Educ«limi  Phut  II  Gnuiuta  “in 
Nevente  1997,  Onra  wu  a  nhMtftll  nf  194  JPMR  Phase  11  gnduilM  in  joiai  billets. 
Fncion  caalrilMling  to  ibis  shuttMl  wire  the  liraiag  of  nniaducc,  the  usignmcni  of 
Nnvy  graduatto  to  other  thM  joito  bilteu,  tbt  tosu  caused  by  Ute  wiibdrawals.  nni) 

the  ihnjuighpui  at  the  Armed  Koroea  SufT College  due  b)  its  limited  capacity.  Ihe 
ehonage  of  JPME  PkiK  Il-trained  oiBcen  linilcd  the  level  of  joint  cxpeftiK  required  by 
the  Coldwatar-Nichols  Act." 

rnmiiiegf  The  ahortbll  has  nothiiv  to  do  anth  AFSC  capacity,  but  ratiter  the  timiitg  of 
attaodaoee  aad  aesignmewt  of  graduates  to  other  than  a  joint  billet.  AFSC's  annual  output 
of 900  oflienn  aaaily  maett  the  raquirenea  if  Sendeat  tniurc  graduaiw  attend  at  the 
proper  doM  aad  go  tu  a  joint  assignment  alter  graduUion 

3.  PageiFara.  2 

Evaluation  Resuha;  *Tbe  AFSC  JPME  Phase  11  I2<weei:  course  wit  too  long  and  could 
be  ahoiteoad  without  ttcrifiuing  the  quality  of  the  t&cation 

rnmmxif  Thc  viailing  OOlJ  10  members  did  not  review  or  enslyse  the  cuntent  of  the 
eurrieukitn.  Without  this  scrutiny,  any  “langib  «f  thc  course*'  and  “quality  of  education” 
diseusaion  goea  beyond  the  retim  of  tlw  atudy.  Note:  In  AppeaJis  A  Evaluation 
f  lueaMi  Senpa  and  Mcthndnlngy.  the  aentsnee  “We  did  aoi  review  or  enalyse  the  content 
of  thc  IPME  Phase  II  euiriculum."  should  follow  tht  senttace  outlined  above. 

3  Pages 

Profcisionnl  Military  Edmation  Hand.  ..In  1991,  tfaa  iniarmeduie  course  was 
npandedto  12  waaka.  la  1999,  tha  AFSC  also  axpanded  the  actuot  course  to  12  weeks" 

Cowimenti:  As  wfillc^  ibeie  aeataaess  imply  that  AFSC  made  thc  decision  to  increase 
the  course  laqgth.  Raeommend  replace  with  the  foilowiag'  “..  .In  1991.  is  directed  by 
the  Joim  Staff*.  AFSC  espanded  thc  intcrmeditlc course  lo  12  weeks  In  1994,  as 
raquuod  by  public  law  **,  the  AFSC  also  capandad  the  senior  course  to  12  weeks. 

*  DJSM-SI4-91  did  S  June  1991 

**  Section  ddJoftilla  10  US  code  raquiiwl  that  not  later  than  I  January  1994,  the 
duiatioa  of  the  ptiacipal  cuuisv  ufinslructHm  at  the  Armed  Forcca  SiaJT  College  be  not 
leas  than  three  mottbs  in  duration. 
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Reference 


*■ 

grt^iw-SKhati Aa.  “....The  Coldwaitr-Nicbob Acc 
rwiuiremmi  ihM  50  ^ccM  oflhc  JDAL  biilM  miM  he  AUed  hy  JSOi  or  J.SO  nominect 
ww  noi  hcuig  aM." 

Cuaiosa'  RernwniMdid  tot  cMly  “  .  OoMweivNicIwU  Aci  requiren  each  Service 
•«  eHMire  that  appcoauMicty  50  pcKcoi  efJOAL  UUtU  an  (Ulad  with  JSO 

Bominaea,  or  Critical  OccupatkNal  Specially  (COS).  Title  10,  Sec  661  pcovidea  a  break 
riuwM  ti each  cetcpeiy  (17.5  paRcat  •dOSaOSU  Mtaa  and  U.5  parcaoi  -CUS) 
NOU/AFSC  aaeual  quotas  are  hated  oe  17.5  psreaei  of  the  IDAL. 

5  Fa«««; 

ruemeafAuulMiee  First  pen.  lint  5  Haias  “ . However,  limited  capeciiy  at  Ihc 

AFSC  pncludad  ■on  officers  aasifnad  to  Joint  billets  friim  ^uing  lu  the  JME  Phase  U 
course  TOY  at  resMa.  Officers  who  eUaad  tbs  AFSC  TOY  an  route  mibsaquently  count 
as  JFkdBS  Fhaas  n  Knduaia  Ibrtbe  satire  Ih-awotb  joiiM  tour.  In  aeadsmic  year  1996. 
264  officers  (10  ptrocnl)  who  conpltitd  IME  Phase  11  at  Ihc  AFSC  were  TOY  an  route 
k  arsdenif  year  1997, 210  (11  patveol)  were  TOY  en  tiiute." 

Comment.  Altbotqib  AFSC  cea  ooly  abtoih  100  atudaois  per  dnsa,  the  problem  with 
TOY  ooroulc  ataiiitics  has  nothiaf  to  do  with  AFSC  capacity  but  rbhar  service* 
atfipnoianl  policiaa  Tha  Juna  dais,  which  thould  be  niltd  by  the  Services  cmircly  with 
TOY  on  route  officcra  to  eapitaliac  on  ISS  paduatiuns,  wai  Gtkd  at  a  62  peroeia  TOY  cn 
route  rite  The  September,  Jenuary,  and  kteeb  claaaet  hive  beta  filled  st  ■  14  pcrceni 
rate  The  problem  lias  ia  service  asaipninaw  priorities  nut  AFSC  capacity.  AfSC's 
capaciiy  a^  eaaily  support  a  60>70  percaoi  aoaiial  TOY  an  routs  rats  viu  the  current  33 
ptreani  annual  rals;  but  the  Services  mutt  send  tbs  officers  TOY  en  route  to  achieve  this 
rata 

TimitiY nf  |Swy<t«»V'^  FirMpara  Nne 4aUtcf*....lhM,nprimally, officers  should 
eempleie  their  Join!  education  prior  to  or  within  the  first  year  of  thsir  joint 

assipaneots....” 

Socuod  pira,  line  7  atates  “Serviecs  tod  joini  activities  sre  tsquired  to  schedule  sod 
raleaaa  JuiM  uffieers  liir  courar  aBendence  aa  early  in  their  joint  touts  as  prusible  wKhin 
tha  fine  yaar....“ 

CanNOIBlI^  The  lint  partpraph  alalcalhal  it  U  npiiinal  if  officers  altead  durinp  their  lirti 
year  wiwraaa  the  Mcoadperapraph  mentioned  stated  that  it  is  a  requiramers  Theactwn 
parapraphi  art  incooiiitaai. 

6.  Fape  7. 

Findinu  A.  Shortaia  of  loint  Frofitaaional  Military  EJucatiun  Phase  II  Oraduates: 

“  .  .Although  CICS  laMiuctiiin  ItOO.OI  auihorisas  the  presidem  oflbe  National  Defense 
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Page  7 


Univwiiiy  10  naNecMO  lia<lil(d  uanwraily  apaect.  UM  ttvd  of  control  is  ool  {ircetical, 
cod  MgMiiatioas  involved  iii  iKe  scheduling  proccu  lUMd  it  wu  not  clecr  which  uflice 
■djudiponc  the  quxien  of  movitig  unBUcd  bilints  ♦oot  uo»  Service  to  snot  her  ” 

PotmoMns  AH  Services  m  luthoriaid  to  him  thdr  unllUcd  quotes  in  tn  the  J>7  lia 
distribulioa  to  the  ether  Sirvivn  if anctucry.  11w  tfudut  sea  foraaula  wm  ptuvidad  by 
the  ColUys  Resource  Miaogir.  la  the  past  the  Services  htvcoiilissd  this  procedure 
wtientuniag  in  quotes  sad  requeiiiagidditiwulaKiMs  Ailofibscersqucitswfre 
woihed  psianslly  by  l£DR  Mohr  ibrauliy  eflhe  1*7. 

7.  Page  7; 

‘‘The  e^wciiy  of  the  AFSC  was  e  tittnilicaa  factor  in  the  shortage  of 
JPME  PhaM  II  giediicia  Lea  fhso  half  of  ell  offieo/vusigaad  to  joint  billets  luJ 
atteaUdiPMEPtiasell  “ 

OcSKBSOtP  Service  tssignmea  policies,  not  AFSC  capacity  are  the  cause  nf  IPME 
^ediiac  guinagca.  AFSC  wu  deaigiwd  by  Coaffua  tu  product  Phase  II  cducsietl 
ufficert  (JSO  tMmiacu).  Coldwa«*Niehals  Act  requiiM  Mch  Service  to  ensure  ihci 
^iproaiiMUly  SO  pcrcea  of  JOAL  biUcu  am  lUlcd  with  ISOs,  JSO  aomincea.  or  C'tiiiccl 
Occupational  Spadsl^  (COS).  Talc  lU.  S«  661  providet  a  brack  down  of  aoch  category 
(}7.S  pwceni -XTSaUSO  noiM  aad  I2.S  pcrccM  -COS).  NDU/AVSC  sooual  quous arc 
bued  on  S7.S  pcrceol  ofthe  JOAL 

a  PagcM: 

Ttie  Piim  nmcfMi  “A  goal  of  tbit  program  is  to  maxinttee  ibc  aumher  nf  otTicert  who  go 
TOY  to  the  uouru  an  rauN  to  tbclr  joint  aasignment." 

romniBit  Alibough  OM  goal  wu  qtadflcally  idcntifiad,  the  program  wu  eaublishcd  for 
e  number  ufrcuona.  (IJ  improve  IVY  aa  route  (2)  improve  ipielity  oflifc  issues  {)) 
improve  S"giWMt  mpp^  tad  (4)  improve  tdminisuetivt  preparstioa  It  should  be  ooied 
ite  Piiat  PfOfrui  ofTicisUy  started  whh  the  luu  97  class  atibougb  coordiflBtioo  had  been 
wiahiitg  (br  aavctal  months  prior  In  the  olDciel  start  dale 

•  ThcTDY  wnMcpcrcanuge  (or  the  luae  1997  clew  wu  63%  tn  route  and  the 
ovtnO  percentage  for  the  emire  ecadeaiic  year  was  .11% 

•  Inyioved  quality  oflifeitsiiu:  Prior  to  the  program,  thcrtwussubattaiialoumbcr 

of  ttudaut  who  were  aotiTiod  of  their  dau  taiignmem  at  Ibt  last  minute  omting  e 
lack  of  prepiraikat  prior  to  cooiiag  lo  the  counc  aad  difficuhici  ainking  family 
•naaaamenu  for  their  Ihmity  mcoibatt  Since  the  ieipiemeittaiion  of  the  ptogrem, 
late  scudeai  hciiAceiinns  have  deaaesed  Horn  11%  (97-31/2$)  to  12%  (9611/1$) 

•  Improved  ioghlicel  luppoft/cocrdiaation'  Prior  to  the  PiM  Ihogrem  tbere  was  e 
mimher  of  oOican  in  each  clau  who  reported  to  AfSC  uquatiH  «>  ■=>■** 
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wiilMUi  the  prap«r  Service  titthuritMion  and  apMiinji  10  bapbcrdiaaciwuxti  In 
the  pa*  iIk  fOMlant*  «>are  locapicd  at  APSC  baeaut*  ih«  deeumantMioa  wu  poorly 
kept  Of  oenMlilaBt  vdiicti  aada  it  dHBcuU  in  anrorcing  the  policy  nut  to  admH  the 
HiidaM  Hanwvar.  th*  Pilot  Pfugran  denciy  docngieali  tkc  couriGnalioa  tad  it  alfo 
prcpeily  idantiBna  the  tfudeaU  to  aMnd  ASPC  in  addition  to  keeping  all  cooeemad 
paitiet  i.a.  Coouuada,  the  Samiean,  and  AFSC  iofbmd  of  any  laat  minnia  efcangea 
andwIqrihackimaaoweurrBd.  Sinuaiheiaiplaiimtationawpporeait  waflt-inrate 
Kir  07>41  OS  A  Vt-ll/IShaibcca  achieved  Mudealiiod  their  cotniwinda  are 
notified  aarliar  eftheic  pru(actcd  aBandaaec  Since  mcuafti  arc  ceordinated  with  the 
Conaandt  ISO  daira  prior  to  tfat  atari  of  claiai  Ihia  illowi  the  ceaunand  to  beuer  plan 
Ibr  ihair  oiBo»‘f  abtopcaa  wheo  thojr  ate  Mtc^ng  acboot 

■  lioprovad  Adminiilrative  PtaparMioo:  Siaca  Ibe  aupleinenwioa  of  the  Pilot  Pnijpam 
aha  odariaiitrailvcpnptraliao  Kir  ihaatodtaubai  been  Mieamliaad  and  impiovad. 
The  ■odtat'a  acmloar  aanignoitau,  mmetagt.  daak  altipa,  and  ichooJ  riuteta  art 
pr^arad  in  advance  ai  uppoaed  to  lha  itat  adautc.  The  atudenta  eatignmeni  to  the 
len^oiiry  Student  Ofiiccr  Oiarten  arc  enordtaatnl  and  fiaaliacd  aoonar  In  tha  pan 
Ihcie  activiliei  vmc  occurriait  la  aoma  cawa  tha  Friday  prior  bi  the  atari  of  citu. 

With  the  iaplcmaoiaiion  of  the  Pilot  IVugraia  ihtu  activiiiaa  arc  eoaplatad  on  the 
avora|a  3  nmlu  prior  to  the  Hen  of  cUii 

Laatly,  tha  Pilot  Ptosram  can  only  improve  if  nit  partict  ere  taking  na  nctivc  role  If  n 
•ludcal  ia  aaaigned  to  a  cummaad,  the  Service  has  no  control  u  to  whether  or  not  the 
iiudeot  will  actually  leport  fur  data  becauae  it  it  up  ui  ilic  comraand  to  actually  rcIcaK 
the  riuden  to  ittand  AFSC 

9  Page  9  A  ).  ”We  racMmntod  the  Diiconr,  Joint  Sitri^  ia  order  to  rerhica  late 
wiihdrawab  and  prtvent  empty  etcu  at  the  Joint  Prafctsiiintl  Military  F^ucaiioa  Ptoac  II 
couraai  at  tha  Armed  Forcac  siaiT  College,  deiigntie  a  ainglt  point  of  cooiaa  to 
coordinate  Ian  bbbuu  tubiiitiitiuna.*' 

L'ominent:  The  Service*  already  work  through  one  aingl*  POC  at  U7  when  dealing  with 
the  atudot  quoiM  The  Setvicee  work  very  bard  ia  CUiag  all  of  the  qucCiia  at  rcpreewited 
by  the  Gutioat  daae  data  nait9a>21  bad  a  quota  of  1 17  and  the  actual  fill  wax  141  and 
Ci*u  9I>3S  hid  a  quou  ofl]  lad  lha  actual  wax  11.  The  Sarvicca  ire  utilizing  their 
atand^  roaicrrq  but  the  botuim  Uac  h,  if  tke  coamiandi  do  oot  releaK  the  iiudcni  tJicn 
the  acal  ariU  go  uofiUad 

to  Page  lU; 

Pindinua.:  ’The  AJ'TiC  JPME  Fhaac  11  t2-wccfc  cotiric  wu  loo  tong  and  could  be 
ahertaoad  without  aaciiAdng  the  quality  of  the  emical'MHi . 

Commaati?  Thia  aatartioo  wai  not  luppenad  by  aay  aaalyaia  or  bctual  data  in  yuur 
icpwt  Tha  currieulum  wet  not  dbeua»ad  durl^  your  vnii  and  lliarafarc  could  not  have 
been  adequately  eaaJysadionwke  Ihia  amcnion 


Final  Report 
Reference 


Page  10 


Page  1 1 
Revised 


47 


Joint  Stal^  Comments 


Final  Report 
Reference 

Page  11 
Revised 


Page  1 1 


11.  Page  10. 

rftuHP  T  jwgth  CnuM  Be  Shoftened.-  Jlo  longer  do  studcnu  arrive  a)  ihe  AFSC  wiih 

limited  knowledge  of  joint  openbotu  as  they  did  in  the  An  unquantifiable  number 

of  eiudeou  have  been  exposed  to  Joiatness  through  partidparion  in  joint  o^rations 
langiiig  from  Opeiatioa  Ocaeti  Storm  to  Operation  Joint  Endeavor  in  Bosnia. . 

Comment:  These  statements  are  unfounded.  Incoming  students  art  tested  via  a  pretest, 
wUch  measures  applicetion  of  &ese  issues  Trended  data  (from  as  far  back  as  1994  to 
the  piesent)  indicate  the  eveiage  pnlesi  scor  is  45  pescent,  suggesting  students  coming 
from  JPME 1  have  NOT  mastered  e  broad  knowledge  of  joint  issues.  The  question  of 
Phase  I  student  competencies  has  been  discussed  by  faculty  and  leaders  in  both  the  Phase 
I  and  It  schools,  and  it  is  apparent  that  additional  testing  instnunents  should  be  developed 
to  measure  constnieti  such  as  outgoing  Phase  1  knovdedge  or  incoming  Phase  II 
knowledge. 

Additiooally  on  the  cod>of-class  survey  students  art  asked  about  the  amount  of 
review  of  Phase  I  material  they  received  in  Phase  II  (Sec  Oraph  I).  Consistently  students 
said  they  either  were  Hiisfied  with  the  amount  of  review  material  (opinions  ranged  from 
60  to  73  percent)  OR  would  tike  to  see  it  increased  (opiftions  ranged  from  1 1  to  24 
percent).  The  percentage  of  students  who  svoutd  like  to  set  review  decressed  is  usually 
higher  with  students  attending  June  to  September,  w4u>  often  come  to  AFSC  directly  from 
Phase  I  schools.  Data  generated  from  students  themselves  indicate  that  over  BO  percent 
of  AFSC  graduates  think  the  amount  of  review  is  about  right  or  would  like  to  see  it 
increased. 


CrspS  I 


l«.I  •1.4  M.l  tl.!  ••.>  ••.•  t|.| 

iCtOS  Ckw 


13.  Page  10. 

Combarant  Command  Respomes:  ‘’Personnel  at  all  nine  combatant  commands  reponed 
ihe  JPME  Phase  II  program  at  the  AFSC  was  too  long.  While  the  combatant  eemmands 
did  not  wtant  to  sacrifice  the  quality  of  Joint  education  provided  at  the  AFSC.  all  nine 
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HWiiDMdt  iadicucd  ih*  current  i2<wwk  JPM£  Phue  11  counc*  could  be  sbottened  to 
•illtii  or  niiw  wadii,  «Mk  all!  ndmilalig  ihc  mbw  qiMlity  of  joiiM  educition 

Ounflttflti:  Tipnitailt  la  da— i—  udibout  —nlyriog  AFSC'i  oduoiiunnl 
tMiuireaan  wid  It*  ourrindun.  Apiti,  tbir  lUtamcM  appnr*  beyosd  to  Mope  of  the 
iUhIv  aad  M  luppenad  by  walytit 

II.  JNielS. 

fimhllttXlOflBIM'  *‘Whc«  AfSC  pidiMiMt  Mtvu^  in  join  bllltu,  nnd  ■iperviMin  of 
gradMMf  m  tbe  Coofemm  CooMMudf  tad  d*  luiia  Stiff  were  iMoviiwed,  74  poremt 
Mieilod  XPME  Pbaue  If  It  tbo  APSC  KOI  loo  bny,  and  the  eeurre  objeuivc*  could  be 
Maiaid  ia  •  tbortar  period  of  liai.'*  ....’‘Tbe  AFSC  will  now  indude  a  i|ucfUoii  about 
cewrie  kmpb  io  Ihiiraurveyi  to  all  praduaiua  wid  their  luperriaoii  ” 

roimnant-  At  the  luciaitien  of  viiitinK  memban  of  the  DOD  Ift  team,  the  AiMumem 
Diviiioo  aitffdnftad  a  aaw  ^ueiiieo  tto  wat  added  Io  the  GndK>r<la»i  Mirvey 
diitribuled  to  Budeou  wbat  they  have  eomptcled  the  Phaic  II  pruytam  The  4ucflion 
aakod  the  atudeau  udiai  thay  Iboudtd  iba  lenfftb  of iba  Phaie  II  program  ibould  be.  Sixty- 
lix  parecat  (7S  «udcaia)  ofthc  Claia  M-l  aludauU  Mated  tbe  length  abould  be  left  ai  ir, 
12  weeka.  (Sec  Cnph  2)  Commenu  Oosi  Kudeatt  incltMlcd,  "1  agfor  the  length  of  the 
protpaiB  ia  laiiaTaaoiy,  UOWKVEll,  fbr  moat  of  the  euurtca  thara  ii  WAY  TOO  MUCH 
ooalaeltiiita,'*  “Kaaphaaia  There  AouU  he  aooibar  fiicui  iludy,  they  really  dnve  tbe 
point  botne,”  “Kaap  pragram  length  u  ilk  reduce  delibeiatt  plaouiug  and  increaaa 
laubinalion^coalitioa  fereta  traiaiag.**  and  “Tbe  laagih  la  ob  There  U  plenty  orUmc  in 
tbecourea  Need  to  aiebc  hollar  me  of  evtileblriime.**  ia  tiwt,  aevaial  atudtnti  a^aad 
that  courac  laa^K  ihould  N  ioereaead  to  12  or  IS  watka.  giving  web  reatom  la,  “Muai 
include  more  diacuieion  of  rouhiaaiionet  end  pctcc  luppori  npefetiont  Cualiuoo  wtrlurc 
ia  e  tact  of  life/'  "Mora  amphaaii  on  aatviec  cepehilbic)  and  aaielit"  ead  ”1  think  the 
Dnal  eacrciia  uuuld  be  lengthened  to  allow  the  devdopmeoi  of  the  proctia  and  producu.” 


Graph  2 

Tht  overall  kagth  of  the  JCSOS  cliii  abould  be: 


ee ,  at 


SMrter  lU^AsU  l.M|tr 


(■cuuaa-i  I 

Similar  to  the  end-ot^aaa  lurvey  taauni  wsiie  atudoiU  Ikit  the  eourac  length 
waa  aboiM  rigfai,  the  Graduate  end  Sttperaitot  Survey  (admmiaicred  tix  mnntha  following 
greduKion)  dele  Mieate  that  JCSOS'a  curncubin  ia  uaeful  tn  both  the  gnduaiea  and 
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Page  13 


dMir  wpctviwn  (Onpli  1).  Kctpiag  in  ound  lb«t  AFSC‘*  (ndustci  mt  twgoed  tn  wtr 
iiincdilhnnlliDaiomlirca<,it.  J-l,  J.3,  ..J-9.<h«e«tvc<y ki(hRtuh*.  Aravicwof 
twriaca  iwmiieli  ttm  Uw  laal  Mvaal  y««n  mat  taeducud  tui  the  foilAwing  gencrel 
mucoimU  can  be  iMdc 

1.  EvwMltcnhnMvfwwiKfckiMiiiiiilizedieapaniculirjoh,  the 
madnau  Mf  wUne  Aea  (be  joi«  ivnegtf  eiiiittd  el  AFSC. 

2.  StudaniaunaBwatoonmcttikatlhwwu  a  loodcouna  while  rarely 
Malkg  it  wai  a  bad  eeurac. 

3  Only  eaaahidaat  anted  that  tbaceiMc  was  too  lung. 

Grajib  3 

<*11  ow  Uacful  I<  Tba  JCSOS 
Curriculum?** 


14.  fit'll 

Keduchm  Ceufse  Lanelli  and  Incrcaaiiia  TLiiHiehiiul  'A  icAiclioa  in  the  course  length 
ftoa  iba  cuiraai  13  weeks  lu  lor  9  weeks  would  icsub  man  iaaease  in  production  time, 
conmandi  would  be  able  to  use  their  joiai  officers  fbrawranribeir  tours  .** 

Quunsol'  Ceune  Wngth  should  nut  be  addressed  without  ndtarantivc  review  and 
analysis  oTthe  curriculum. 

15.  Vage  12. 

I  ^11.  .-I  ItKouehnui  ''Addilioaally,  a  reduction  in 

coufee  Isngth  would  allow  ibe  AFSC 10  iactecic  the  euuihar  vf  If  MB  II  intennediate 
clasaes  frum  lour  to  Sve  par  year." 

Omiment;  CourM  haglb  abouM  aol  be  addressed  ssilhiiui  suhatanlive  review  and 
analysis  ofiht  cuerioilun 

II  Fagc  12 
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Benaamifj  Md  KffielcnciM:  *Tht  S«viM»  wouM  >wve  lower  per  diem  cosii. 
inchidini  ludgum  tod  tneil  lUowtMe  for  (mb  ffMb  Pbue  IT  itudml,  Reducii^  ihc 
oooree  l^ib  m  denifct  would  reduce  ovmell  per  diem  wnu  by  I  I.S29perpcnoo 
C«co  eddb^  OMilwr  eleu  of 200  to  22S  efllcen  le  Ihe  Aiueel  Forte*  SUIT  College 
eckedule,  TlOO  wotdd  edit  reeilt*  1700,000  ieS77S,000  in  bud*  pul  to  belter  uic 
weually  ia  Ibe  form  ef  iowmed  per  diem  coM*.  Tbc  imouat  would  be  tooMwhit  reduced 
by  Ihe  ertdblnriel  Meiiepeemitm  of  fOS,000  to  SI07,000  eiwueUy  (epproxiaieicly  S47$> 
end «imildfeaukiiiitad«puiiobeseriiMiaibe*mMiMoft59),OOOtoS6IO,na().  Beeed 
no  Ihc  FMun  Yoeii  Mboi*  Plan  (FYOPX  tbit  could  emount  from  13 .0  million  to  94. 1 
iiittioofarDOOtMnraO-ynrpaiod  T^owciilleaMHue  of  reduced  cepcodilurt* 
wouMbcohediedifihecouneweroiodiKcdloOwcckiioiteBdnflwMkt.  Areduciiun 
ioioureelewglhtofweebiwDuidreeubleitndeputtobeUeruieintbeemguei  of 
9163,000 1»  1359,000  annuelly  eoaiiileriag  lowered  per  diem  entw  and  additional 
tranipartalion  eoiu.  See  AppeadttOfcrbtnhar  detail*  “ 

CsQUBMd'  Thi*  nudy  did  OM  incorpormc  aay  cutriculum  aaalyict  to  determine  quality 
vor«u*  quantity  imc*  Thcrtlbre.  Un  prcmiie  (iboncncd  widtout  aacrirtciog  tbe  quality 
of  education)  for  determining  tbe  (i*cal  ccoaomic*  i*  not  valid  Coat  living  can  be 
iMliicd  at  tbe  cxpcaec  of  negatively  impacting  tbe  quality  of  education 
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COMMANDER  IN  CHIEF.  U.S.  PACIFIC  COMMAND 
(USCINCPAC) 

CAMP  H.M.  SMITH,  HAWAII  96861-4028 


J004 

5040 

IGSer:  12 
22  Apr  98 

To;  Dirodor,  Roadinosa  and  Logiatica  Support  Diractorate,  Offico  of  the  Inspector 
General,  Department  of  Oetenae,  400  Army  Navy  Drive.  Arlington,  VA  22202- 
2884 

Subj:  EVALUATION  REPORT  ON  JOINT  PROFESSIONAL  MILITARY  EDUCATION 
PHA.SE  II  (PRO..IF.CT  NO  7RB.9038) 

Ref;  (a)  OoD  IG  Draft  of  Proposed  Evaluation  Report,  27  Feb  08 

t .  Concur  with  the  findings  and  recommendations  in  ref  (a)  report. 

2.  We  wish  to  provide  the  following  comments; 

a.  Finding  A  •  Shortage  ofJPME  Phase  It  graduates. 

(1)  USPACOM  has  numerous  non-JPME  II  graduates  filling  joint  billets.  Many  of 
these  officers  will  depart  our  command  without  completing  Phase  II.  Some  incoming 
personnel  do  not  meet  requirements  of  the  JSO  bitet.  This  command  has  experienced 
some  problems  over  the  last  three  years  getting  qualified  JSOs  to  fill  JSO-designaled 
billets.  Astdng  the  Services  to  request  a  waiver  to  assign  a  non-JSO  to  a  JSO- 
designated  billet  or  moving  the  JSO  designation  to  another  billet  is  not  appropriate; 
training  the  right  number  of  officers  with  the  right  skills  is  appropriate. 

(2)  Recommend  the  Services  select  officers  to  attend  Phase  II  based  on  the  skills 
required  of  JSO  billets.  For  example,  do  not  send  an  Air  Force  personnel  officer  to 
Phase  II  when  there  is  rw  requirement  for  an  Air  Force  personnel  officer  JSO  billet. 

(3)  Strongly  support  the  recommendation  of  a  single  POC  to  identify  last-minute 
fills  for  late  withdrawals.  Many  officers  in  this  command  are  prepared  to  respond  with 
minimum  notification. 


b.  FfmUng  B  ~  JPME  Phase  II  course  length.  Strongly  agree  with  shortening  the 
course  without  diminishing  the  quality  of  education.  Wa  have  made  that 
recommendation  three  times  over  the  past  three  years,  based  on  feedback  from 
graduates.  While  there  Is  oonoem  that  this  will  take  congressional  action,  it  is  now  time 
to  pursue  congressional  authority  in  order  to  fine-tune  this  important  course  and 
consenre  valuable  resources. 


U.S.  Facific  Command  Comments 


Subj;  EVALUATION  REPORT  ON  JOINT  PROFESSIONAL  MILITARY  EDUCATION 

PHASE  II  (PROJECT  NO.  7RB-9a38) 

c.  Additional  Point  We  recently  became  aware  of  an  AFSC  proposal  to  change 
Ihe  Phase  II  course  from  four  datsas  a  year  to  three.  We  have  expressed  our 
concerns  to  the  Joint  Staff  J1  and  J7.  Four  other  Joint  commands  support  our 
concerns. 

(1)  The  proposed  AFSC  change  will  result  in  canceling  the  September  1998  class 
and  the  loss  of  240  seats  with  no  apparent  plan  to  absorb  the  loss. 

(2)  Changing  the  June  class  to  July  will  force  some  officers  to  take  leave 
departino  iSS'levsl  schoal,  and  they  must  leave  •ci'iooi  wiihin  Ttve  oays  of  graduation, 
but  are  not  allowed  to  sign  into  AFSC  until  three  days  prior  to  classes  beginning. 

(3)  The  AFSC  proposal  is  in  direct  conflict  with  some  of  the  recommendations 
made  in  referenced  OoO  IG  draft  report. 

3.  POCs  are  COL  Shepherd  (DIG)  and  COL  Colaw  (J1 1)  at  DSN  477-5101  or  477- 
1369,  respectively. 


/  JOSEPH  E.  DEFRANCISCO 
Lieutenant  General,  USA 
Deputy  Commander  in  Chief/ 
Inspector  General 


U,S,  Central  Command  Comments 


tMTTED  mns  CnmUL  COMMAND 

91U  WUIMKXMMIIY  •OUUVAW 
MMBttLAiroCHAa.fmUDA  Stei'SlOl 


27Mtf9l 


ftlEM(»ANDUM  PCMl  OOD 10.  AT1N:  CAPT  LAWSON 


SUBJECT:  BviltMdaBlUpewoBjotoftoftrtoBNMakMyEdi>c«tcBW>MtlICPw>jw*No. 
TBB^I) 

1.  OaOaooBunwdfttfMnpeft  ItoiMatwaidpdMMtAshlobtlnttojrovUtention, 
but  wi  MBBW  with  Mch  of  tbc  Bodtest. 

2.  FiadiacA.  MtofligtofJFMEnaMlIpadutttf. 

*.  Cooew.ihin^AortfUl  of  JPMBPhawllinduitnHcoapind  with  Joint  hUlttt. 
Kowmt,  USCENTCOM  hu  aol  Unorioiny  oxpMicacad  proUons  filUof  Joint  Qritiul  billtu 
with  Spodalty  OAlnti  (JSO). 

h.  Concur  udth  locoinimndotioM  foroonoctivt  oction.  S«iidia|DfRecntoihcAm«dForcei 
Stiff  CoUcgt  to  route  to  Joint  hiUttt  aad  Modloi  olSecn  within  their  fini  y«tr  of  0  joint 

2.  FindiafB.  JPhlEllootnc  length. 

n.  Concur wi& Fin^ B. J^ME FhiM D oounc ItniOk  Ihiimoinind bin fiivor of 
indudng  the  eounclengdiio  either  light  or  dneweeki.  RoAicing  the  length  oftheeoum  will 
Inaeui  the  tinw  on  ititiM  end  the  gnductivky  of  the  oCDeon  ceoeereed.  Additionally,  adding 

anoOer  elm  during  «i  year  will  lignUleondy  htcKOSc  Ihi  nnmhcr  of  olScen  that  can  be  trained 
niJSOa. 

b.  Cooctn  wWi  fti  lernmminilitiena  fcr  ooitective  octieo  pertaining  to  Findiag  B.  The 
eomt  niuat  be  leviewid  to  detamine  the  actual  acciytahie  aoune  iaagth  and  lecoBmendcd 
^aaga  to  Title  10  aiuil  he  Bade. 

4,  POCfcciUiaBtiooiaOolllanc,OCJI.I>heetorofMaiVOweraadPenooael.ll)>l3l>SI63. 


Brigadier  OaacnI,USMC 
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Shelton  R.  Young 

Lieutenant  Colonel  Gary  L.  Williams,  United  States  Army 
Major  Robert  D.  Gibson,  United  States  Air  Force 
Judith  A.  Heck 
Pamela  Steele-Nelson 
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